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A MEETING of the members of Furnival’s Inn was 
ld there on the 31st ult., for the purpose of expressing 
ir sympathy with Mr, Finney, for the great anxiety 
id loss he has suffered in consequence of the result of 
case of Hill v. Finney, on which we commented last 
; Mr. Richard Hervé Giraud in the chair. Several 
plutions were passed to the effect that “the position in 
lich Mr. Finney had been placed by the perverse verdict 
jury in the cause of Hill v. Finney called for the 
apathy of every member of the profession, and that 
gubscription ought to be raised ta present him with 
me memorial of the feelings of the profession towards 
a, and that an application should be made to the coun- 
of the Incorporated Law Society to call a general 
sting of the members of the profession, or to permit 
ting to be called, to be held in the hall of the 
a n9? 
We think that there are few of those connected, how- 
fer remotely, with the profession, who will not sympa- 
ise with Mr. Finney in the greatannoyance and expense 
iwhich he has been put by this preposterous verdict, 
‘ we hope that the Incorporated Law Society will be 
ile to see their way to grant the application of the 
A ng. 
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A NEW NUMBER of Mr. Scott’s Common Bench Reports 
iS just been issued, concluding Vol. 19. In a memoran- 
inserted therein by way of preface, Mr. Scott makes 
personal attack upon the “regular reporters’”’ in 
fe other courts of common law, in which he condescends 
Hanguage which we are surprised that his publisher 
)not shrink from printing, and to an imputation of 
which his knowledge of the law of libel ought 
Phave made him hesitate before publishing. Mr. 
thinks himself very hardly used because, he 
ring merged his separate existence in the Law Reports, 
© other gentlemen have chosen to embark in “a hope- 
fspeculation ” by filling the gap thereby created in 
e—“ independent” let us say-—reports at common law, 
hy should they not? “But,” says Mr. Scott, “ they 
they are my successors.” So they are, in a way, 
ugh not more so than he and his “ official ” colleague 
8; at least, we suppose that Mr. Scott does not assert 
et “L. R.Com. Pl.” is the same series of reports as 
B. N.S.,” and if it be merely a “ successor ” thereof 
fwill “ Harrison and Rutherford ” be (or 0. B. N.N.S., if 
y should nautically so describe their reports). “But 
by say they have the sanction of the judges, and the 
rd Chief Justice himself told me that wasa—.” Not 
Their Lordships, as we understand the facts, have 
fer sanctioned these reports that they have promised 
‘the same countenance and assistance which Mr. 
it has hitherto received at their hands, without, how- 
, - any manner withholding that countenance and 
ut from Mr. Scott and his colleague. In a word, 
fe are to be two sets of “regular” reports (meaning 
reports published under the supervision of the 

jes) in the Court of Common Pleas. 





We fail to seo that Mr. Scott is in any way injured, or 
that his very objectionable language is in any way jus- 
tified. 


IN THE AUTUMN of last year a singular conviction was 
pronounced by one of the metropolitan magistrates under 
the Islington Local Act for driving a van containing 
fourteen calves through the streets on a Sunday between 
the hours prohibited by the Act. Taking a common 
sense view of the case and of the Act, we then* ventured 
to express an opinion that the conviction could not be 
sustained if appealed from. The conviction has been 
appealed against, and Trigg v. Leslie came on before the 
Court of Queen's Bench in Banco on the 20th January. 
The Act, it will be remembered, is for the purpose of pre- 
venting annoyance and danger to the inhabitants by the 
driving of cattle through the streets between certain 
hours. The carrying of cattle in a van was evidently 
done for the humane purpose of taking them to a place 
where they could be properly supplied with food and 
water, and would not of itself in any way put the in- 
habitants in danger or cause them annoyance. It would 
be as reasonable to convict under the Act for carrying 
dead meat through the streets. The judges unanimously 
decided that the case was not within the Act, and Mr. 
Justice Blackburn, by way of illustration, said that other- 
wise, the London and North-Western Railway Company 
passing, as their line did, through Islington, would be 
liable to the penalties of the Act. 


A MOST ALARMING accident happened yesterday, about 
noon, in the old masters’ offices, now occupied by some of 
the registrars of the Court of Chancery, which might 
have been attended with fatal consequences. Suddenly, 
and without warning, a large portion of the ceiling of 
one of the rooms fell in with a loud crash. The Regis- 
trar was sitting at his table, and the rubbish fell within a 
foot of him, covering his table with mortar and himself with 
dust. Had he been underneath at the moment he must 
have been at the least seriously injured. This accident 
is, no doubt, owing to the alterations which have been 
recently going on in the building, and to the careless way 
in which the men have done their work. The com- 
plaints we have heard of these offices cannot be said 
to be groundless. 


IN OUR ISSUE of last week we stated that the Benchers 
of the Inner Temple were about to elect a new Reader in 
succession to Mr. Broom. This was an error, the new 
Reader is to be successor to Mr. Lonsdale, “ Reader of the 
Temple,” a very different, though homonymous, function- 
ary. 





“PUNICA FIDES.” 

In a letter which appeared not long ago in a leading 
daily paper, on the subject of the Jamaica massacres, oc- 
casion is taken to speak of Warren Hastings as a victim of 
party animosity whose prosecution was a blot on the fair 
fame of Edmund Burke. Notwithstanding, however, the 
eloquent defence of the notorious Governor-General which 
Lord Macaulay contributed to the Edinburgh Review ; 
notwithstanding his acquittal after ten years’ trial by 
the House of Lords; and notwithstanding the natural 
tendency of mankind to justify the acts wherefrom they 
have received signal benefits; we believe that there are 
few among the present generation, other than the mem- 
bers and servants of the old East India Company, or of 
the Crown as its successor, who do not admit that our 
Indian Empire has been raised upon a basis of fraud 
and cruelty which it would have been a disgrace to 
England to pass over in silence. 

We regret to find, however, that the spirit of Warren 
Hastings is not yet exorcised from the administration of 
affairs in India. Scarcely a year passes which does not 
tell of some act of gross bad faith in our dealings there, 
either with a friendly prince, a conquered foe, or a sub- 

* 9 Sol. Jour. 886. 
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ject people. In the long line of Governors-General of 
India, from the days of Hastings down to the present 
moment, but three names can be found who seem ever to 
have dreamt of applying the same principles to our deal- 
ings with native princes or peoples which we avow and 
maintain in our dealings between Europeans. Nor are 
the subordinate officials, as a rule, worthy of less censure. 

There is one particular course which seems to be an 
especial favourite with the representatives of British 
authority, particularly in the presidencies of Madras and 
Bombay, which we cannot but consider a shameless 
fraud. It consists in getting hold of a friendly prince, 
whose dominions we have, therefore, no pretence for 
seizing by force, and making a bargain with him for the 
administration of his territory by the English authorities, 
with a reservation of his revenues, title, and status to 
the prince and “his heirs for ever.”” This seems, at first 
sight, a very advantageous bargain for the native, and 
so, if it were honestly carried out, it would be; but nothing 
is further from the mind of the Government, or, at least, 
of those who are the authorised exponents of that mind, 
than a fair and honest observance of the contract. 

It is part of the principle of our Indian administra- 
tion,a principle which is, we believe, fairly enough 
carried out as between subject and subject, that the 
different subject races are to be governed according to 
their own laws, and that ambiguous expressions in con- 
tracts made with them are to be interpreted with refer- 
ence to those laws. According to both Hindu and 
Mahommedan law, it is not only a right, but a duty, in any- 
one not having direct heirs of his own (issue of his body), 
to adopt an heir from amongst those most nearly allied to 
him by kindred or affinity; andthe contracting princes all 
must have conceived that in handing over their territories 
to the British Government with an express reservation of 
all their regal rights, except those of administration, the 
rights reserved would perpetually flow in the same channels 
in which the Sovereignty would have descended had no 
such bargain ever been made. Evenif the cases were to be 
governed by English law (a supposition not tenable, except 
on the idea that we are dealing with conquered foes, not 
independent allies), the reservation to the heirs of the 
“high contracting party ” would render those rights, if not 
devisable, at any rate, descendible to all the kindred, 
however remote, of the first taker. Nothing is, however, 
expressly said upon this subject at the time; and the 
Government waits patiently for the first occasion in 
which the right of adoption is exercised, or attempted to 
be exercised by the Rajah, when the unfortunate prince 
finds a new interpretation of the contract acted upon 
by the Government, which, having by this time become 
firmly settled in possession of all the territory, finds 
iteelf in a position to dictate its own terms. And this 
interpretation is not always uniform, though it always is 
such as to exclude the claims of the new Rajah. 

In the case of the Rajah of Masulipatam, the rights were 
said to be confined to the heirs of the body of the first 
protected Rajah, that being sufficient in thatcase to oust 
the claimant. The Rajah in that case appealed to the 
Privy Council from a judgment of the Supreme Court of 
Madras, in an action brought to recover the stipulated 
annuity in lien of revenue; and the decision of the Judicial 
Committee, where the law is still impartially dispensed, 
was in his favour; but we have been informed by those 
who were on the spot, that it has been found impossible 
to enforce obedience to their Lordships’ judgment; in other 
words, that the local Governmenthave successfully set the 
order of the Queen in Council at defiance. 

In the case of the Rajah of Surat, the last Rajah had 
left daughters, and had adopted one of his sons-in-law, 
who claimed “the musnud” on his decease, The 
authorities, however, refused to listen to his claims, and, 
by a monstrous amalgamation of Mahommedan and 
English Law, selecting from each just so much as suited 
themselves, contrived to read “ heirs” as“ heirs male of 
the body,” and refused to recognise his right to the re- 
verve privileges, This case aleo was brought to England, 
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but in spite of, we are told, a very decided opinion of 
Lord Westbury (then Solicitor-General) and Sir Hugh 
Cairns (then outside the Bar) in his favour, the Bom 
Government contrived to interpose such obstacles to the 
suit that it never was prosecuted to a hearing. 

In these cases, however (which are only selected ag 
specimens of a class), the Government, at least, had the 
decency to wait till the sceptre had passed out of the 
hands of the last prince whose claim they did reco 
and merely resisted the claim of the successor, whom 
they were determined to ignore. This proceeding hag, 
however, appeared too slow and temporising for the ener. 
getic gentleman who fills the responsible post of British 
Commissioner in Mysore. Many years ago it was deter. 
mined, on the pretext—whether true or false is scarcely 
material—that the country was badly governed by the 
Rajah, to administer the State of Mysore under the 
authority of the Madras Government, and, accordingly, 
certain commissioners have, from time to time, heen 
appointed to administer the affairs of the district. Ag 
however, there has been no pretence for attributing 
hostility, or, as we suppose it would be—though inacecn- 
rately—termed out in India, disloyalty, to the Rajah, no 
pretext has yet been discovered for formally deposing 
him, still less for any resort to personal restraint. 

The Rajah, who is childless, has however committed 
the offence of adopting an heir. By the law of his 
country he is entitled to do so, and the adopted heir ig 
entitled to succeed to all his royal rights—by the dictates 
of his religion he is bound to do so, as one of the condi- 
tions precedent to his future happiness—but the Madras 
officials, who had hoped that the estate would be 
come theirs by a sort of pseudo-escheat at his death 
(though how they became entitled as lords paramount it 
might be hard to show), are so indignant at his conduct 
in daring to perform this public and private duty, that 
they have not shrunk from a direct gross violation of the 
personal liberty of a friendly sovereign. 

The following account of the proceedings referred to 
is taken from an authority not distinguished for any 
leaning ‘in favour of the natives—be they Rajahs or 
Ryots—and we may be sure that it is at least not too 
unfavourable to the British authorities :— 

“The subjects of the Rajah, represented by a numberof 
influential native gentlemen, who look up to him as their 
legal ruler, and naturally take a warm interest in his 
recent act of adoption, determined upon presenting him 
with an address of congratulation on the event. The 
result was a great gathering of their friends, at which 
the address was adopted by an unanimous vote. The 
proceeding was a perfectly legal one, and the addresses 
delivered upon the occasion were free from any element 
of “disloyalty.” There was nothing, in fact, to warrant 
interference or even objection on the part of authority; 
and the practice among the natives of such a consti 
tutional method of expressing opinion is one which the 
Government would do well to encourage rather than re 
press. But an unexpected difficulty arose in the com 
veyance of the address to his Highness. ‘The deputation 
appointed for the purpose having proceeded to Mysore, 
despatched a letter to Major Elliott, the superintendent 
of the district, informing him of their mission, with the 
object of which the Rajah was already acquainted, and 
desiring permission to wait upon his Highness, To this 
application Major Elliott returned a curt and not quite 
courteous reply, referring the deputation to the commit 
sioner, and reproving them for having been guilty 
a breach of etiquette in not having solicited an i» 
troduction from that official before venturing to oP 
proach the person of his Highness. The deputation 
thereupon made application to Mr. Bowring, enclosing 
Major Elliott’s communication With a very proper com 
plaint as to its tone. But the commissioner was worm 
than the superintendent, Through the medium of his 
secretary he gave them a lecture upon the monstrous 
breach of etiquette they had committed in not applying 
to him in the first instance, an omission, however, W: 
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he was considerate enough to ascribe to their ignorance. 
With regard to their “ self-imposed mission,” he declared 
that it was disagreeable to the Rajah, as a source of ex- 
; and embarrassment ; and he pointed out to them 
SP obrions advantage they would have gained by going 
at once to the official fountain-head, in being told at the 
outset what he told them now—that orders recently re- 
qived by him from the Government of India precluded 
his presenting them to the Rajah for the purpose intended. 
missive concluded in these terms:—“ While regretting 
inconvenience to which you have been put, the com- 
missioner does not consider it necessary to invite you to 
return to the province.” The deputation, however, were 
not quite defeated. They returned to the charge ina 
communication which must have been irritating from its 
temperate tone, but in which they managed to say this— 
that so far from being a self-imposed mission, they were 
deputed by a large body of their countrymen; that so far 
from putting the Rajah to any expense, the cost of the 
demonstration had been defrayed by the meeting; that 
if embarrassment had been caused to his Highness, the 
British authorities alone were its authors; that his High- 
ness would be very glad to see them if allowed to do so; 
and they further requested, since the commissioner would 
not allow them access to the palace, that he would pre- 
sent the address to the Rajah on their behalf. For this 
they forwarded the document to him through 
the post. This was too much for the commissioner, who 
trusted himself with very few words this time, but re- 
tamed the address with a brief rejoinder, declining to be 
their agent in the matter.” 
‘ This amounts to a restraint on the power of the Rajah, 
not far, if at all, short of false imprisonment. If the 
Prince be willing to see the deputation from his subjects, 
torefuse tliem access to him is to refuse him access to 
them, or, in other words, to prevent a person (subject or 
friend, it is immaterial) against whom there is not a 
suspicion, much less a charge, of his undoubted right—a 
right which is his equally, whether we consider him 
as subject or independent—of going where he will 
and seeing whom he will, in a peaceable and orderly 
manner. 

Even if we admit the legality of the original seques- 
tration of Mysore—which we believe to have been a 
monstrous instance of arbitrary injustice; and the pro- 
priety of its continuance—which we consider entirely 
indefensible upon any grounds which have been acknow- 
leged in this country; still no defence can be thence sug- 
gested for the present proceeding. 

And not only is the illegality of the act enormous, but 
its impolicy is monstrous. That is not, perhaps, a matter 
With which we are so much concerned; we hold, and 
always have held, and always will, we trust, continue to 
hold, let who will describe it as “ twaddle,” that no con- 
ceivable gain to ourselves, whether as individuals or as a 
uation, is sufficient to justify any injustice; and, there- 
fore, when we have once satisfied ourselves that a 
questioned act is illegal, we are, in a sense, functi 
oficio. But there are so many, we say it with regret, 
who are unable to take this view practically, who, in 
effect, if not in words, consider it allowable to do that 
for the extension of our national power or influence, 
which nothing would induce them to do for their own 
Personal aggrandisement, that we are constrained to 


point out how damaging such a course is calculated to be | 


‘® our material interests. 

The one thing which is wanted for the security of 
‘cur Indian Empire is the confidence of those classes of 
natives who carry weight in native society, There can 
be no question that in the late mutinies the greater part 
f the Europeans resident “ up country”. who escaped the 
Massacres owed their escape to the protection of the friendly 
Princes, and that perhaps not one of those who were 
feattered broadcast over the country at that timo escaped 
Without some more or leas influential native assistance. 
But it is scarcely possible to conceive a course more 

to destroy this confidence where it exists, and to 





check its growth where it does not, than this which has 
been pursued at Mysore. The protected states are now 
comparatively few, and the wrong done to the Rajah’s 
independence could therefore affect but a small body, but 
the interference with his personal liberty of action comes 
home to that immensely numerous native nobility, who 
still, though admittedly subjects of the British Crown, 
cherish all their ancestral pride of position and dignity, 
and whom it would be highly dangerous to indoctrinate 
with the notion that submission to England meant for- 
feiture of personal as well as political rights. Such an 
idea, if general, might, not undeservedly, produce a 
coalition against our authority which not all the military 
power at our command would be able effectually to 
destroy. 








LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


{The notes of cases under this heading are supplied by the gentlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the several courts. ] 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 
Dec. 21. 


Kamata NatcKer v. Pitcnacoty Cuetry.*—This was 
an appeal against a decree of the High Court of Judica- 
ture at Madras, reversing the decree of the Civil Court of 
Madura, pronounced in favour of the appellant. The suit was 
instituted in the civil court by the respondent, for the purpose of 
obtaining undisturbed posession of a lease of the Zemin 
granted to him by the appellant, the Zemindar. The lease, whi 
was dated the 17th September, 1851, recited that the appellant 
had leased out to the respondent the whole ofthe Zemindary 
for a period of ten years from Fusli, 1267 (a.p. 1857), at 19,000 
rupees per annum. It then directed that out of the 19,000 
rupees the lessee should pay certain specified sums, and that 
out of the amount to be realised during the ten years, after 
deducting such payment, 3,000 rw which the lessor states 
“T have up to this day borrowed from you under the bonds 
executed to you by me and its interest,” should be paid; and it 
then proceeded thus: “that if I can afford to pay the same before 
the lease of the Zemindary shall take effect in Fusli, 1267, you 
should receive the principal and interest; that I should also pay 
the said amount if demanded by you; that even if the said debt 
may be thus discharged, still you would, without any objections 
whatever, enjoy the lease of the Zemindary for the said ten years, 
in consideration of the assistance you have done to me ; that as 
you have at my request agreed to lend me 18,000 rupees, in order 
to discharge my debts, and you should, after getting possession 
of the said Zemindary, lend me 5,000 rupees in Fusli, 1267, 
5,000 rupees in the following Fusli, and 5,000 rupees in the next 
following Fusli; and should credit for these sums, and the said 
sum of 3,000 rupees (a the event of its not being paid before the 
lease takes effect), the annual aforesaid residue 2,530 rupees 
7 annas 6 pice; that in event of my not requiring the said loan, you 
should deduct the said sum of 3,000 rupees and its interest from the 
amount to be realized by you for the debt at 2,530 rupees per 
annum, and pay me the remainder annually.”” The appellant, 
on the same day, executed two bonds to the respondent, one for 
2,000 rupees and the other for 1,000 rupees. The a on 
the 17th September, 1851, issued an order to the inhabitants of 
the villages in his Zemindary, reciting the lease to the respon- 
dent from Fusli 1267 to Fusli 1276, directing them “ to continue 
to pay during the said Fuslis to the said Settiar (the respondent), 
or his agent, all sorts of revenue, and place themselves under his 
orders.’” Upon the arrival of the term at which the respondent 
became entitled under the lease to the possession of the revenue 
of the Zemindary, he sent the above order of the appellant te the 
inhabitants of the villages, but found that the appellant had 
issued a counter order directing them to send to himself the cal- 
lections and accounts. The respondent thereupon instituted his 
suit in the Civil Court of Madura, praying for a decree adjudging 
the defendant not to interfere with or prevent his enjoyment of 
all the incomes of the Zemindary. ‘The defendant by his answe 
alleged that the plaintiff, a merchant, had with a view of de- 
frauding the defendant, and getting the agreement in question 
from him, by holding out to him hopes of pecuniary and other 
assistance, executed separate documents to the defendant's men, 
and having thus sorte them over and caused them to persuade 
the defendant, had thus fraudulently obtained the agreement in 
question, ‘That the sum of 3,000 rupees, which was said to have 
been advanced to the defendant by the plaintiff, for the agree- 
ment in question, was never paid, ‘That the plaintiff had entirely 
omitted to mention in his plaint the stipulations of the docu- 
ments passed an pe the same, and the documents passed in 
pursuance thereof in regard to certain other transactions, as also 

* Preseut—Lord Chelmaford, Lord Justice Nimght Prace, Lord 
Juatioe Turner, Sir James W. Colville, Sir Edward Vaughs n Wiltiams, 
and Sir Lawrence Peel. 
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the stipulation of these documents by which the plaintiff was 
bound to do certain acts. The plaintiff, in his replication, denied 
all these allegations. The defendant, by his rejoinder, stated 
in detail the circumstances, which as he alleged, made out the 
case made by his answer, and in particular stated that the 
plaintiff had executed a document, dated the 25th of November, 
1851, to the effect that if he should fail to pay a sum of 2,448 
rupees (unpaid residue of the 3,000 rupees), within five days, he 
would return the lease and the securities, and that this money 
had not been paid. Two of the main questions of fact to be tried 
were:—Ist, whether the lease of 17th September, 1851, was ob- 
tained by undue influence; and, 2nd, whether the document of the 
25th November, 1851, was a genuine document. Another question 
arose, as to the payment of the 3,000 rupees by the plaintiff to the 
defendant, which, although not decisive of the suit, had yet an 
important bearing upon the genuineness of the document upon 
which the case principally, if not altogether, depended. The 
plaintiff rested the proof of his case entirely upon the lease of the 
17th September, 1851, and the two bonds of the same date exe- 
cuted by the defendant, in which the advance of the 3,000 rupees 
before their execution was distinctly admitted, and also upon the 
order to the inhabitants to pay to the lessee or his agents, after 
the commencement of the os the whole revenue of the Ze- 
mindary. 

The defendant, in support of the allegation in his rejoinder, 
produced a document dated the 25th November, 1851, and pur- 
porting to be attested by three witnesses, and to have been en- 
grossed by one Appavaiyar of Madura. And he called five wit- 
nesses to prove its execution. Of these two were the persons 
whose names appeared as attesting witnesses, the third name 
being that of a person who was proved to have been dead several 
years, and another was Appavaiyar, the alleged writer of the 
document. All these five witnesses swore to the execution of it 
by the plaintiff in their presence. In addition to this evidence 
four of the witnesses stated in almost the same words, that “ the 
plaintiff did not act up to the conditions of the agreement. That 
as soon as the term of the agreement had expired, the defendant 
sent for the plaintiff and asked him to receive back the money and 
return the lease and the bonds. That the plaintiff said in a 
week he would send for and return the documents and receive 
back the money.”” Upon the case thus presented the Civil Judge 
of Madura dismissed the suit on the ground that the alleged lease 
was an executory contract, and being without consideration could 
not be enforced, and also that the transaction was void for 
maintenance. Upon appeal to the High Court of Judicature the 
objections taken by the Civil Judge were overruled, and the case 
remanded to him to be disposed of upon its merits generally. 
Whereupon he decided upon the merits in favour of the appellant. 
Upon appeal the High Court of Judicature reversed this decree, 
and gave judgment that the plaintiff was entitled to specific per- 
formance of the lease, and to the possession and enjoyment of the 
Zemindary under the terms of such lease. 

Sir R. Palmer, A.G., and Stephenson, appeared for the ap- 
pellant. 

Rolt, Q.C., and Leith, for the respondents. 

Their Lordships’ judgment, adverting to the unsatisfactory state 
of the pleadings, observed that the plaintiff’s right of action de- 
pended entirely upon the lease, which entitled him to possession 
of the Zemin ; and if that possession had been usurped by 
the Zemindar the plaintiff ought to have brought ejectment. 
The prayer of his plaint seemed rather to be for an injunction to 
restrain the Zemindar from collecting the revenue of his Zemin- 
dary, against the terms of his own authority to the plaintiff. But 
the High Court of Judicature appeared to treat the suit as one for 
specific performance, which it could not be, if, according to their 
opinion, the lease was not an executory contract. It was most 
desirable that such laxity of pleading should be discountenanced, 
as it imposed additional difficulties in the decision of a case like 
the present, where the utmost precision and accuracy were 
necessary im order to bring the parties to distinct issues. 

They then decided that the whole case ultimately resolved 
itself into the proof of the genuineness of the document of 
; the 25th November, 1851. This question was involved in 

considerable difficulty, but, under the circumstances, which 
“ were minutely discussed in the judgment, their Lordships 
thought that the High Court of Judicature were warranted 
in their conclusion, that “upon consideration of all the 
circumstances affecting the credibility of the witnesses and the 
whole of the evidence, together with the probabilities and im- 
probabilities of the case, the document had not been proved to be 
a genuine and binding instrument.” In adopting this view the 
were anxious to preserve to the appellant all the rights which 
arose to the Zemindar out of his dealings with the respondent. 
Although the respondent might be entitled to possession under 
the lease, yet it was at least questionable whether the transaction 
did not operate merely as a security for money advanced, and 
agreed to be advanced, and whether the Zemindar would not 
_ have been entitled to redeem. Their Lordships therefore affirmed 
the decree of the High Court of Judicature in favour of the 
respondent for possession of the Zemindary under the terms of 
the lease, with costs, but with a declaration that it was to be 
without — to the claim for redemption (if any) to which 
the appellant might be entitled, and to any question which might 





——— 
be raised as to the amount actually advanced to the Zeminday- 
by the respondent. ; 

Solicitors for the appellant, Chilton ¢ Co. 

Solicitors for the respondents, Jones, Blaxland, & Jones, 


THE Queen v. DaLiimore. *— This was an appeal from 
the Supreme Court of Victoria, and the principal question 
argued by counsel, and considered in the Court below, was, 
what effect a proclamation of January 28th, 1861, whereby a por- 
tion of the Lamplough Run was proclaimed a gold-field common 
under the Statute 24 Vict. No. 117, had on the then existing 

ight to a therun. : 

he respondents had no rights, legal or equitable, as licenseag 
of the Lamplough Run at the time this suit was commenced; 
for the last license obtained was dated on the 25th of March, 
1862, and it mentioned expressly that it was to operate and bein 
force from the 1st of January, 1862, until the 31st of December, 
1862, and no longer ; but they claimed as tenants, and that clain 
was founded on two subsequent ——— of rent, the one on 
September 28, 1863, for rent due 30th June, 1863, and the other 
on December 31, 1863, for rent due on that day, which payments 
were accepted as rent on behalf of the appellant, and having 
been so accepted constituted, as it was contended, a tenancy from 
year to year. : 

On the part of the appellant it was contended that the effect of’ 


. the proclamation was to take away absolutely the space proclaimed 


a common from the run, and so to diminish its area to 
extent, at the same time determining absolutely all title thereto, 
legal or equitable, of the respondents, and those under whom 
claim. On the part of the respondents the contention was that 
the effect of the proclamation was merely to subject the run to the 
servitude of the rights of common enumerated in the statute 
which the proclamation was authorized, and that, subject to 
such servitude, the rights of the occupier continued to exist une 
diminished over the whole run. 

Sir R. Palmer, A.G., and Stephenson, appeared for the ape 

ellant. 
. Bovill, Q.C., and Cotton, for the respondents. 
’ Judgment.—In the view we take of this case it is not necessary 
to decide the question which has been the chief subject of the 
argument before us. It cannot be disputed that payment and 
acceptance of rent will furnish a sufficient evidence of a tenancy, 
But it is plain that such tenancy can only be thus implied wi 
regard to the land in respect of which the rent is paid ant 
accepted, and cannot be implied with regard to any land in 
respect of which the rent was not paid and accepted. _1t follows, 
therefore, that if it appears that the rent in question was not 
paid and accepted in respect of any part of the land which formed 
that portion of the run over which the common was proclaimed, 
no tenancy could be constituted by such payment of rent as to 
any part of that land. [The judgment stated the facts of the 
case, which, in the opinion of the Court, established conclusively 
that the rent paid by the respondents, and accepted by the ? 

lant, was not paid and accepted in respect of any part of the 
Tand which formed the portion of the run over which the 
common was proclaimed.] If this be so, it is plain that the pay- 
ments of rent were made for the run exclusively of the land in 
question in this cause. And the result is, that no tenancy was 
established in respect of it; but that as soon as the respondents 
assented to become tenants of the diminished area only, all 
to the land in question ceased, both at law and in equity, and 
they became merely tenants at sufferance of it, supposing them 
to have had a right to hold it up to that time ; and consequently 
no notice to quit or demand of possession was requisite. The 
judgment in the Court below assumes that the occupation, 8 
ee and tenants, of the run continued all along to be of the 
same dimensions, and does not advert to the facts which, in our 
opinion, show that the tenancy, if established, was of a dimi- 
nished area, so as to exclude the land in question. 

Accordingly their Lordships reversed the judgment of the 
Court below with costs. « 

Solicitors for the appellant, Freshfields § Newman. 

Sollcitors for the respondents, Maples § Co. 


Dec. 22. 
TAYAMMAUL v. SASHACHALLA NAIKER.f 


This was an appeal from a decree of the Sudder 
Adawlut of Madras, affirming a decree of the Civil Court 
of Cuddalore, in a suit instituted by the respondent 
guardian of Virisami Naiker, an infant, against the 
appellant (the widow of Balakristnama Naiker) and 
others, to recover the property of the late husband of the 
appellant in the possession of herself and the other 
defendants. The claim to the property was founded on 
an alleged adoption of the infamt Virisami Naiker by 
Balakristnama Naiker on the day of his death, on which 

* Present: Lord Chelmsford, Bir John Taylor Coleridge, Sir James 
W; Gresent- Lord Chelumeftrd, Lord Justice Knight Brace, Lord 


Justice Turner, Sir James W. Colville, Sir Edward Vaughan Williams, 
and Sir Lawrence Peel. 
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day it was alleged that he also executed a will by which 
he appointed the respondent Sashachalla Naiker, the 
gncle of the infant, and Devanayaga Naiker, the father 
of his wife (the appellant), the guardians of his adopted 
gon, and “to manage all the affairs,” till his adopted son 
came of age. On the part of the appellant both the 
adoption and the will were disputed, the first by denying 
that it ever took place, and both upon the ground that 

istnama Naiker was on the day in question utterly 
incompetent to perform either of the acts imputed to 
him. The acts which were said to have constituted the 
adoption were described by all the witnesses in almost 
the same words, and there was no reason to suspect that 
these acts were not performed ; and the mere factum of 
the will was sufficiently established by the evidence. 
The question, however, was not whether certain acts were 
done which, if unobjectionable in other respects, would 
have constituted adoption, but whether the alleged 
adopting father was of sufficient capacity at the time to 
understand the nature and object of those acts, and 
voluntary gave an intelligent consent to their perform- 


ance. 
. Sir H. Cairns, Q.C, and Pontifex, appeared for the 
ts. 


appellan 

Rolt, Q.C., for the respondents. 

Judgment.—This case is something different from a 
mere question of fact. The matters questioned, an 
adoption and a will, involve both the factum of each and 
the capacity of the alleged adopting father and testator. 
Each of these acts interferes with and displaces previously 
existing rights inchoate or presumptive. A judge who 
decides in favour of a disputed adoption or will in a case 
of questioned capacity of a dying man, must apply his 
mind, not simply to the act of adoption in fact, or to the 
execution in fact of a will, but he must be careful to see 
that the jealous requisitions of the law as to the proof of 
acts of persons done in. ewtremis are fully complied with. 
It has been questioned whether this Committee will in- 
vestigate a mere question of fact decided by the Court 
below, but this has been shown in more than once instance. 
Rungama v. Atchama, 4 Moo. 1; Huradhun Moorkurjia 
¥. Mutharanuth Moorkurjia, 4 Moo. 414; Mudhoo Soodun 
Sundial v. Suroop Chunder Serkar Chowdry, 4 Moo. 431. 

The Judgment then went on to state thatin the opinion 
of the Committee the decisions of the Court below in 
favour of the respondents were not supported by sufficient 
tvidence, and therefore the decrees appealed from must be 
reversed with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant, Lawrie $ Keen. 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
Jan. 13, 20. 

Nevinson v. LENNARD.—This was an appeal from the Master 
ofthe Rolls. The suit was instituted by one of the daughters 
of the late Sir Thomas Barrett Lennard, , Sons against the re- 
presentative of his estate. 

The late Dowager Ann Dacre made her will in the form of 
eleven testamentary papers, the earliest of which was of the date 
of 1798, These papers contained specific legacies in favour of 
Sir Thomas Lennard’s younger children, and Mrs. Nevinson, 
the plaintiff, claimed that the Consols which Lady Dacre was 
possessed of at the time of her death were left in trust for the 
younger children of Sir Thomas Lennard. The question before 
the Court turned upon the comparison of the second, fourth, and 

uth papers in the will. The second paper contained this direc- 
tion :—“ When all my just debts and legacies are paid, without 
the smallest deduction arising from any sort of taxes, I give the 
Tesidue of all my money, either in my bankers’ hands or else- 
where, if any such cash be remaining, in trust for my dear Mr. 
rd’s younger children, to be laid out in some sort of security. 
The produce of which to be divided equally among them accord- 
ing to their father’s approbation ry time.’’ In the fourth 
paper Lady Dacre gave unto Sir Thomas Lennard “all my 
arrears of rent, both of my estates in Ireland as well as in 
land, that may be due or in arrear at the time of my decease, 
and also all my live and dead stock, &c.”’ In the fifth paper she 
gave to Sir Thomas Barrett Lennard “all arrears, my stock of 
every denomination, after having paid all my just debts and 
les, and when all is closed I desire, should there be any 
lus, that such sum may be laid out in the funds for the be- 
Refit of his younger children.” 
Turner, L.J., in giving judgment, was of opinion that 





‘money ’’ in the second — referred to money in the banker® 
or in hand, as distinguis from Consols, and that the word 
“stock,” in the fifth paper, did not include the “live and dead 
stock ” in the fourth. He held that the Consols passed to Sir 
Thomas Lennard absolutely. The decree of the Master of the 
Rolls would be affirmed and the a = dismissed, but the costs 
of all parties would be paid out of the estate. 

Knicut Bruce, L.J., differed from the Master of the Rolls, 
but as Lord Justice Turner took the same view as his lordship, 
the decree of the Court below would stand. 


THE MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Jan. 20. 
In re THE GREAT NORTHERN COPPER COMPANY. 

This was a petition presented by certain shareholders 
for winding up the company. The petition was directed 
to stand over till the first day of Easter Term, to have 
the question of winding-up submitted to the shareholders 
generally. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Brooksbank, for the petitioners. 

Jessel, Q.C., and Roxburgh, for the company, and 

Seleyn, Q.C., and Bush, for shareholders, appeared. 

In re THE UNITED MERTHYR COLLIERIES COMPANY. 

The Court was asked in this case, which was a wind- 
ing-up petition, to allow a professional accountant to in- 
spect the books of the company in conjunction with the 
petitioner. His Lordship was of opinion that he had 
power to direct this, but gave no decision on the point 
adversely, the company submitting to produce the books. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and W. Pearson, for the petitioner. 

Baggallay, Q.C., and Roxburgh, for the company. 


In re THE WALLACHIAN PETROLEUM ComMPANY.—This was 
a petition for winding-up, presented on insufficient grounds. 
The petitioner asked that , * might be dismissed without costs. 
His Lordship said that he must clearly condemn the petitioner 
in costs. 

Roberts for the petitioner. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and G. Druce, for the company. 

Cole, Q.C., and E. Charles, for shareholders. 


GAMBART v. BRooKS.—This was an ex parte motion to re- 
strain the defendant from selling a colo copy of Rosa Bon- 
heur’s “ Horse Fair,” the engraving of which was the plaintiff's 
oe. The copy was very inferior. His Lordship said that 
all he could do was to give the plaintiff leave to serve notice 
of motion for next seal, with a copy of the bill. 


MarkuHam v. Hott.—This was an administration suit. The 
testator, after directing payment of his debts out of his personal 
estate, gave, devised, and bequeathed his “ said estate,” and used 
the words rents in relation thereto. He was possessed of lease- 
holds and freeholds. His Lordship held that there was an in- 
testacy as to the freeholds. 

Baggallay, Q.C., and Townsend, for the plaintiff. 

Selwyn, Q.C., R. T. Boult, Shebbeare, and F. H. Shedbeare, 
for the defendants. 

Jan. 20 & 22. 


ENGLAND v. Lorp TREDEGAR.—This was a suit to recover a 
sum due on a policy of assurance, the instrument of which had 
been lost. The title being clear no indemnity was directed. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Druce, for the plaintiff. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Dickinson, for the defendants. 


Jan. 26. 
Suaw v. GrirritHs.—This was a suit for specific perform- 


ance. ; 

Eaddis, for the plaintiff, produced affidavit of service upon the 
defendant, who was not represented, and obtained a decree. 

LoveEsoy v. CRAFTER.—Baggallay, Q.C., in this case, which 
was heard before his Lordship in December last, and related to 
the construction of a will, made an application to amend the 
minutes of decree. 

Application granted. 

Fray v. Lorp ZETLAND.—The plaintiff applied in person for 
the hearing of a demurrer, filed by the defendant in this suit, to 
stand over until the sittings after term. ; 

Baggallay, Q.C., for the defendant, assented to the granting 
of the application. 

Ripeway v. Woopuovse.—The plaintiff in this suit had 
died, and the suit had been revived and was now being con- 
tinued only for the purpose of carrying on the accounts of the 
trustees. A decree was made in accordance with minutes which 
had been prepared. 

Hobhouse, Q.C., Waller, and Kay, were the counsel. 


Situ v. Epwarps.—This was a mortgagee’s suit, and the 
usual redemption decree was made in it. 
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Baggallay, Q.C., Selwyn, Q.C., E. F. Smith, Q.C., Hobd- 
house, Q.C., W. W. Cooper, Druce, and Chester, appeared for 
the different parties. 

WHITE ’. Wens.—This was a common administration suit. 

Nalder end Phinmer appeared in it. 

JONES v. VALLANCE.—The object of this suit was to secure 
to the plaintiff an annuity arising out of property in India. 

Hobhouse, Q.C., and Beavan, appeared in it. 

Jan. 26, 27. 
BRANFORD v, HOWARD. 

This was a suit to recover from a mutual insurance 
company the payment of insurance moneys alleged to 
be due to the plaintiff upon the loss of a ship. One 
of the rules of the company made it necessary, in 
order to bind the company, that the shipowner should 
give to the company notice of every change of the 
ship’s captain, and that the company should approve of 
the appointment of every new captain. In this case, 
on the appointment of a new captain, the plaintiff's 
wife wrote and posted a letter to the company inform- 
ing them of the appointment. But it appeared that 
the company never received this letter and never ex- 
pressly sanctioned the new appointment. His Lordship, 
however, having considered the printed rules of the 
company, thought that the plaintiff was entitled to a 
decree. 

Batten and Williamson appeared in the case. 

Banks ¢. Parsons.—This was a suit for the specific perform- 

of an agreement to purchase real estate instituted by the 
ntitf as vendor against the defendant as purchaser. The 
i it was whether the plaintiff had shown a good title 
To the property. 

Iie take , &.C., and Daunay, were for the plaintiff. 

Seoryn, Q.C., and Eddis, for the defendant. 


Jan 27. 
BEAVER v. WILLIAMS, 

This was a suit to recover moneys due on a policy of 
assurance. The suit was rendered necessary by the re- 
fusal of the executors of the insured to recognise an as- 
signment by the testator, and allow the insurance office 
to pay the money over to the assignee. The executor was 
not allowed his costs. 

Tiumphreys for the plaintiff. 

Schomberg for the defendant. 

MELLALIEU ¢. Bootu.—In this case a mortgagee of real 

tat ght to set aside a prior voluntary settlement, as against 

ecurity. There was a question whether a decree could be 
as all the cesteux que trustent under the settlement-were 
n ties. His Lordship, with some hesitation, made a decree 
tor the plaintiff. 
Beggallay, Q.C., and Roweliffe, for the plaintiff. 
Fiorsey, and J. H. Taylor, tor the defendants. 
Rowe v. Tonxin.—This was a creditor's suit. The ordinary 
administration decree was made. 

Bevir (Southgate, Q.C., with him) for the plaintiff. 

Freeling (Selwyn, Q.C., with him) for the defendants. 

WitiiaMs r. Ltoyp.—This suit, for an account, came on on 
farther consideration. The question was whether trustees, who 
had refused to account, should be condemned in costs. His 
Lordship said that this was the ordinary rule, and he saw no 
reason to depart from it. 

Laggallay, Q.C., and Kekewich, for the trustees, 

Acuyn, @.C., and Bowerbank, tor the plaintiffs. 

Rotuery v. Fitzsimons.—This was a suit for partition and 
reeciver. A decree was made directing inquiries as to what por- 

cns of the land, the subject-matter of the suit, were held by the 
puties, and in what manner, and a partition according to the 
rights of the owners. 

Sduyn, Q.C., and Roweliffe, for the plaintiff. 

Laggallay, Q.C., and C. Hall, for the defendants, 

Webster v. Fintu.—This was a creditor's suit for admini- 
stration. The ordi decree was made, 

liumphrey tor the plaintiff. 

Pnocter v. Rowssxson.—This was a suit to set aside a sepa- 
rition deed, Judgment was deferred. 

Ne oye, Q.C., and Kay, for the plaintiff. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Viliers, for the defendant, 

Jan, 30, 
MULLENEUX r. Corr. 
‘This was a suit for specific yerformance of an agree- 


ment to purchase land. The benefit of the agreement 
had been assigned. The assignee did not appear. The: 
original purchaser asked for his costs. 

His Lordship made the decree for specific performance, 
and refused to give the original purchaser his costs, 


HOBSON v. BAGNALL. 

A motion was made in this suit to dissolve an injune. 
tion obtained under the following circumstances :—A suit 
had on the 30th of October last been instituted by the 
infant children of a testator against his executor for the 
administration of his estate, and to set aside an alle 
fraudulent sale by the executor of the testator’s business, 
On the 1st December another bill was filed for adminis. 
tration by a creditor. In this last suit a decree was ob. 
tained, on which his Lordship yesterday granted an in. 
junction to restrain an action brought in the superior 
court by the creditor against the executor. This action 
had been commenced on the 25th of November, before 
the institution of the present suit. 

Morris now moved to dissolve the injunction, support. 
ing his application by an affidavit alleging that the pre- 
sent suit was instituted and a decree therein obtained 
collusively, and to avoid personal liability in the action, 
which the affidavit stated would probably be incurred by 
the defendant. The sum claimed was very small, and there 

| was a question whether the costs would follow the ver 
t dict at law. 
« Waller supported the application. 

Harding opposed. 

His Lordship dissolved the injunction except as to 
execution, which he directed should be stayed if the 
plaintiff in the action obtained judgment. He was then 


-to come in pari passu with the other creditors. Costs of 
‘this motion and that of the preceding day, and the con- 
‘sideration of all other matters, were reserved. 


HARMAN v, GURNER, 
_ This was an administration suit which now came on 
for further consideration. The testator had purchased a 
long narrow strip of land, stretching from Three Colt- 
street to Old Ford-road, Bow. The whole of the land was 
included in one conveyance. He subsequently built two 
houses on the land, the one in Three Colt-street (No, 5), 
the other in Old Ford-road (No. 4). The question was 
whether or not the two houses were included in a devise 
subsequently made by the testator of “all that his free- 
hold estate in Three Colt-street, Old Ford, Bow.” Insup- 
port of the affirmative was adduced evidence by members 
of his family that in his life he called the whole of the 
land his Three Colt-street property. 
G. Hastings, Daunay, and Crossley, appeared’ 

- His Lordship held that the devise comprised the entire 
property. To decide otherwise would be to restrict the 
word estate to mean messuage. It would be different if 
the testator had said 5, Three Colt-street. 


Coorer 7. ANDERSON.—This was the further consideration 
of an ordinary administration suit. His Lordship made the usual 
decree. 

Jessel, Q.C., and A. E. Miller, appeared for the plaintiff. 

Seliryn, Q.U., ond L, Bird, for the defendant. 


Baxter 7. OLIVER.—This was a suit for specific performance 
of an alleged agreement to grant a lease to the plaintiff. His 
Lordship dismissed the bill, as there appeared to be no binding 
contract, 

Seluyn, Q.C., and Nalder, for ea a 

Jessel, Q.C., and Jackson, for the defendants. 

Inve Casnen. Casnenv. Casnen.—This suit came on 
further consideration. An order was taken by consent. 

Baggallay, Q.C., Druee, and Swanston, appeared. 


Leacn v. Leacu.—This was ansadministration suit, which 
was now heard on further consideration. The question Wa 
whether certain legacies had lapsed. 

Bristowe (Selwyn, Q.C., with him), tor the trustees and exoct 
tors, 

Baggallay, Q.C., Southgate, Q.C., Cotterill, and Terrell, for 
other parties. 





His Lordship directed a declaration that tho legacies had 


' lapsed, and a stay of further proceedingn, 
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~ Dayres ¢. MINCHALL.—This suit came on for further con- 


-gideration. A question of construction was involved. 


: Southgate, Q.C., Hobhouse, QcC., Eddis, W. Renshaw, Roz- 


- burgh, and Surrage, for the parties. 


GREENWOOD 0. WEBBER.—This was a creditor’s suit, now 
heard on further consideration. There was a balance due from the 
defendant, and the plaintiff asked that this should be set off against 

.the costs allowed him out of the funds in court. 

E. Ward for the plaintiff. 

Lindley, for the defendant, asked that his costs should be paid 
‘him in the first instance. 

His Lordship said that the universal rule was in accordance 
with the minutes proposed by the plaintiff. 

Jan. 31. 
LA BLANCHE v. GRANGER. 

North moved in this suit for an injunction to re- 
“strain the defendants (who were the equitable owner, 
ithe mortgagees, and the captain of a ship), from using 
ithe ship in any manner in breach of a charter-party 
‘which the captain had entered into with the plaintiff 
‘for a voyage from Liverpool to Singapore. There was 
ome question whether the captain, who had been 
master of the ship for some time before, had not re- 

ed his appointment before entering into the con- 
tract with the plaintiff, but it was admitted that he 
was in charge of the ship as captain at the time. There 
was also a question whether, in the absence of the defen- 
dant Granger from England, it should be considered that 
the owners of the ship were in England or abroad at the 
‘*--- of making the contract; but his Lordship thought 
angen ‘*_* *he owners were in this 


that it must be taken tnav vu. -+ emestion 


eountry at the time, and the real and importa. .... 

in issue between the parties was whether, when the 
owners of a ship are in this country, it is within the 
seope of the general authority. of the captain, either 
without the assent of the owners, or in opposition to 
their directions, to enter into a charter-party so as to 


bind them. 

North referred to Abbott on Shipping, c. 2; Maclachlan 
Merchant Shipping, 315; Story on Agency, 119; Grant 
¥. Norway, 10 OC. B. 665; Messagerie Imperiale v. Baines, 
11 W.R. 322; De Mattos v. Gibson, 8 W. R. 514, 4 DeG. 
& J. 276, 298. 

Hobhouse, Q.C., and Mackeson, for the defendants, 

His Lordship said that this was a question of fact, 
and depended upon the custom of the trade: before 
deciding the case he should like to have further evidence 
of what such practice was. And it was accordingly 
arranged that the case should stand over in order that 
such further evidence might be adduced. 


Jan. 31. 
HARRISON v. HILLAM. 

Graham Hastings in this suit moved for the committal 
of the defendant for contempt. An injunction had been 
obtained in the cause to restrain the defendant from in- 
termeddling with any of testator’s personal estate, and 
upon the application for this injunction an affidavit was 
filed stating that the defendant had in her possession 
eertain consumable stores, the property of the testator in 
the cause, which she was consuming. Since the injunc- 
tion was obtained the testator’s executor had attempted 
to take possession of these consumables, but the defendant 
had resisted him. There was no affidavit on this motion 
that she had, since the injunction, continued to use them. 

His Lordship refused the motion, saying that he was 
not sure whether the defendant was intermeddling with 
the property; she had merely retained her possession of it. 

SOMERSET v, Cox, 

A. Diwon moved for an injunction to restrain Messrs, 
ox & Co., the army agents, from parting with a fund the 
proceeds of the sale of the commission of an officer in the 
army, and to prevent certain claimants upon the fund 
from taking any proceedings at law. 

Tt appeared that the case had been before Mr. Justice 
Byles in chambers, who, upon hearing of these proceed- 

in chancery, had adjourned the case generally, 





There were serious questions of priority arising in the 
case, but the only question now was whether this Court 
should interfere, or whether the claimants should be left 
to proceed at common law. - 

Jessel, Q.C., and Crossley, for the plaintiffs at law. 

Chitty for Messrs. Cox & Co. 

His Lordship said that he would communicate with Mr. 
Justice Byles, and take it or not as he preferred. 

Jan. 29. 
Re LonpoN ARMOURY COMPANY. 

This was the petition of a shareholder who had fifty 
shares in the company, fully paid-up, to wind up the 
company. Other shareholders to a much larger amount 
resisted the application. 

Southgate, Q.C., Baggallay, Q.C., Roberts and Druce, 
were counsel in the case. 

His Lordship refused the application. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR KINDERSLEY, 
Jan. 31, 


Re THE WARWICK AND WorceEsTER Rartway Gom- 
PANY. 

This case was argued in November, and occupied seve- 
ral days, coming on upon a summons taken out by the 
official manager in the winding-up of this company. 
The summons sought to charge Sir John De Beauvoir, 
Mr. Weiss, the executors of Mr. Carpenter, and other 
parties, directors, with certain alleged acts of misfea- 
sance, whereby there had been expenditure, unwarranted 
sd “a the deed of the comnanv or by law, to the 


cluuer wv, =e : : 
amount in the aggregate of £39,000 odd. To some 
extent the cases of the various parties sought to be 
charged were distinct, but they were’ all charged with 
having signed cheques without reference to their destina- 
tion, and for purposes which were, in fact, ultra vires. 

Glasse, Q.C., and Fry, appeared for the official 
manager. 

7. H. Terrell and Roxburgh for Sir John De Beauvoir 
and Mr. Weiss. 

Kenyon, Q.C., and Yool, for another director. 

Archibald Smith for Mr. Carpenter’s executors. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., now stated the summons, and the 
various facts connected with it, and said that with great 
regret he found himself unable to decide on this sum- 
mons in the absence of the other members of the com- 
mittee of management, whether deceased or not. It was 
true that it was represented that they were either 
supposed to be insolvent or deceased; but it was obvious 
that in case they were not charged, by reason of death or 
insolvency, they would be put upon the same footing as 
other shareholders who were innocent of these charges, 
and for whose benefit, in point of fact, this summons was 
taken out; under these circumstances he must direct this 
matter to stand over for six weeks, with liberty to the 
official manager to take such proceedings against the 
deceased parties’ estates, or the insolvent parties theme 
selves, as he might be advised, reserving the question of 
costs. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 
Jan, 25. 
NEWTON v. IRVING, 

This was a motion by the defendant in the cause fora 
sequestration against the Alliance Bank till they should 
have cleared the contempt committed by them in disobey- 
ing the order of the Court in this cause, dated the 26th 
August, 1865, That order was made under these cireum- 
stances:—The cause was a creditor's suit for the ad- 
ministration of the estate of the late W. Irving, who 
possessed large real estates in Australia, and the receiver 
in this country had agents in Australia. The Alliance 
Bank claimed as creditors of the estate, but their claim 
was disputed. They had commenced a suit of their own 
in the colony, and the order of the 25th Augast was 
made in this suit to restrain them from interfering with 
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proceedings under it, by proceedings in the Australian 
suit. In that suit however a decree had been made, 
against which the defendant in the present suit had 
appealed to the Privy Council. 

Relt, Q.C., and Cotton, for the motion, cited Wvodley v. 
Boddington, 9 Sim. 214. 

Swanston for the plaintiff. 

Willcock, Q.C., Bevir, and Langley, for the Alliance 
Bank, submitted to do what the Court should direct. 

Woop, V.C., was of opinion that a contempt had been 
committed, but he refused the motion and directed the 
Alliance Bank forthwith to send instructions to their 
agents in the colony, and to the receiver appointed in 
the cause there, not to de any act without the authority 
in writing of the agents of the receiver appointed in this 
cause; the defendant not to prosecute her appeal without 
the leave of the Court. Liberty to apply in chambers as 
to costs. 

Jan. 26. 

Watkins v. NEATH AND Brecon Rartway ComMPpany.— 

—_ was a suit for specific performance of a contract to purchase 


James, Q.C., and Cracknell, for the plaintiff. 

The defendant did not appear, and 

Woop, V.C., made the decree asked for, upon an affidavit of 
service. 

WALKER +. BRETTELL.—This was a common administration 
suit. The Court was also asked to make a declaration that a re- 
lease which had been made was binding on the parties to it. 

Peck for the plaintiff. 

Batten and Kay for the defendants. 

Woop, V.C., made the common decree, but refused to make 
the declaration asked for, as all the parties who would be affected 
thereby were not before the Court. 

Kesey v. FowLer.—This was a suit for specific performance 
of an agreement to purchase some property at Bromley, including 
the plaintiff's business of a corn dealer. The defendant resisted, 
upon the ground that the plaintiff had misrepresented the value 
of the business, by exaggerating the amount of the weekly re- 
turns. It appeared, however, that, before the agreement was 
concluded, the defendant had had an Tee of inspecting 
the plaintiff’s cash book, and that he did actually inspect it. 
Moreover, the first time the defendant raised the question of 
misrepresentation was by his answer, which was filed six months 
after the date of the agreement; and in the answer the defendant 
stated that he had discovered the alleged misrepresentation im- 
mediately after he had signed the agreement, 

A. Thomson for the plaintiff. 

F. Bacon for the defendant. 

Woop, V.C., said that it lay on the defendant to make out 
the case he had set up, and this he had failed todo. There 
taust be a decree for specific performance, with costs. 

Jan. 27, 
HOARE’s SETTLEMENT TRUSTS. 

The question on this petition was whether a power of 
appointment, given to Mrs. Hoare by her marriage settle- 
ment and exercised by her, had arisen in the events 
which had happened. The settlement contained a gift 
over, after the determination of the life estates, to Mrs. 
Hoare absolutely in case there should be no issue to the 
marriage, or none who should live to attain a vested 
interest under the trusts of the settlement. This was 
followed by a gift upon such “ failure of issue” to such 
persons as she should appoint in case there should be no 
children of the marriage who should live to attain a 
vested interest. There were no children of the marriage. 

Dickinson contended that the power had arisen. 

Coohsen contended that the power was only to arise in 
the event of there being children who should not live to 
take a vested interest. 

Lindley for the trustees of the settlement. 

Woop, V.C., held that the word “such” referred to 
both events, and, therefore, that the power had arisen. 

Daw ». ELy. 

This was in the paper to he spoken to on the mi- 
nutes. The object of the bill was to restrain the in- 
fringement of a patent for cartridges. One of the 
defences was that the invention was generally known 
before the date of the payment, and the plaintiff was 
prepared to rebut this by producing certain newspapers 
of authority in the gun trade which referred to the 





invention as a new and valuable one at the date of 
the patent. These newspapers, however, were not 
in, but the plaintiff desired to insert a reference to them 
in the decree. The defendant objected. 

Boyle and Aston for the plaintiff. 

Daniel, Q.C., and Langley, for the defendant. 

Woon, V.C., held that no reference to them ought to 
be introduced into the decree since they were not pro- 
duced at the hearing, and if they had been they would 
have been rejected. 


RE HAuw’s Pouicy. 


In this case some of the respondents were out of the 
jurisdiction. 

Lawson applied for leave to serve them 

Freeling for the respondents. 

Woop, V.C., directed that a short bill should be drawn 
and served with the petition. Then if the respondents 
chose to appear and submit to the jurisdiction of the 
Court, the suit need not be proceeded with. The petition 
to stand over for this purpose. 


Re Browse’s Trvusts.—This was a petition for a settlement 
by an infant ward of Court upon her marriage, and the opinion 
of the Court was asked whether, under section 3 of the Infant’s 
Settlement Act, a suit having already been instituted, a petition 
was necessary. 

Woop, V.C., was of opinion that the » pein was required, 
and it was adjourned into chambers accordingly. 

Archibald Smith for the petitioner. 

ApaMs v. WALLER.—This was an adjourned summons. Tig 
bill was filed by a creditor against an executor in respect of 8 
debt which had accrued due more than six years before bill filed. 
The defendant had not pleaded the Statute of Limitations at ths 
hearing, but she claimed to be allowed to set it up in chambers. 

Herbert Smith opposed the claim. 

Dawnay urged that the other creditors had taken out a sum- 
mons (which was to come on to be heard on February 18) to have 
the conduct of the cause. 

Woon, V.C., directed the summons to stand over to February 
13, but expressed his opinion that the executrix could not now 
set up the statute. . 

Jan. 24, 29. 


Davigs v. TATHAM.—This was a motion for decree, and raised 
the question whether a certain piece of land, containing one acre 
eight perches, passed under the word “ garden,” occurring in a 
specific devise contained in a will. The case turned so entirely 
upon special circumstances, that it appears unadvisable to give & 
full report of it. 

Rolt, Q.C., and Patage, for the plaintiff. 

MM. James, Q.C., Giffard, Q.C., C. M. Tatham, and Had- 


dan, for the different defendants. 
Woon, V.C., held that the piece of land in question did pass. 
Jan, 27, 29. 


Sturces v. SturGESs.—The testator in this cause directed 
his debts to be pe out of his personal estate and died in- 
A. 


testate as to real estate. He was, however, a member of @ 
building society, and had contracted for the purchase of 4 
lot of land from the society, the purchase-money to be 
instalments. The question was argued whether, treat- 

ing these instalments as a charge on the land, the heir-at- 
law was exonerated by the direction to pay debts out of 
the personal estate. The Court, however, after an examination 
of the rules of the society, held that the relation of the testator 
to the society was simply that of a purchaser, and that the heir 
at-law was entitled to have the purchase completed out of the 
residuary estate of the testator. 

Eddis for the plaintiff. 

DeGex, Q.C., and Surrage, for the defendants. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 
Jan. 26, 
Re THOMPSON. 

In this case a summons had been taken out in Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart’s chambers by the assignees of one 
Moon, a bankrupt, that a certain bill of costs alleged to 
be due from Moon to his solicitor, and for which 
Moon had given the solicitor a mortgage, should be 
taxed. The summons had been dismissed by the Chief 
Clerk and by his Honour, but had not been argued by 
counsel before his Honour. 

This was a motion to dissolve the order dismissing the 
summons, 

Speed objected that it was irregular to have the case 
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in Court before his Honour. The practice of the 
Master of the Rolls and Vice-Chancellor Kindersley was 
not to allow this to be done. He quoted Saunders v. 
Bruce, 3 Beav. 139. 

SruaRtT, V.C., said that as he did not hear counsel in 
chambers, considering that to do so was inconsistent with 
the dignity of the bar, it was his invariable practice to 
ailow the case to be re-argued in court. 

The motion was ultimately refused with costs, 


SQUIRE v. SMITH. 

This was a motion to dissolve an injunction granted by 
the Lords Justices, under the following circumstances :— 

It appeared that the plaintiff, having been called on by 
the local authorities to repair certain premises in his oc- 
cupation, consulted one Job Smith, the father of the de- 
fendant Smith, as to the probable expense; and finding 
it would be considerable, accepted an offer made by Job 
Smith to purchase the premises for £90, and that accord- 
ingly a conveyance was drawn up by asolicitor who acted 
beth for vendor and purchaser. This conveyance con- 
tained a recital that the plaintiff was seised in fee, and 
also covenants for title by the plaintiff. The conveyance 
was, by the direction of Job Smith, made to the defen- 
dant Smith. 

The plaintiff alleged that he never told Job Smith that 
he was seised in fee, and never intended to covenant for 
title, and that the conveyance was a fraud on him. He 
was an illiterate man and could neither read nor write. 
It turned out that he had only a leasehold interest which 
expired about eight or nine years after the conveyance. 
Considerable sums had been laid out by the defendant on 
repairs and improvements, 

After the expiration of the term, the defendant was 
ejected by the owner of the fee. He thereupon 
commenced an action against the plaintiff on his 
covenant. The plaintiff put in pleas which put in issue 
the question of fraud. The action was tried on the 10th 
of November last, and a verdict was found for the plaintiff- 
atlaw, Mr. Justice Smith giving the present plaintiff leave 
to move to file an equitable plea. This was afterwards 
tefused. The plaintiff thereupon filed this bill for an 
injunction, The motion ex parte for an injunction was 
refused by Vice-Chancellor Stuart, on the ground that he 
had come too late, and that he should have ap- 
plied whenever the action at law commenced. The 
Lords Justices, however, reversed Vice-Chancellor Stuart’s 
order, and granted the injunction on the terms of the 
plaintiff paying £200 into Court to await the result. 

The defendant now moved to dissolve this injunction. 
He did not put in any affidavit by Job Smith. 

Caldecott for the motion.—The bill proceeds on fraud 
which was put in issue by the trial at law, and on which 
the judgment at law is conclusive: Terrell v. Higgs, 1 
DeG. & J. 888. The only other ground of relief is 
mistake, and that relief can only be granted by putting 
the parties in statu quo. 

Hardy, against the motion, was not called upon. 

Stuart, V.C., said that he had refused the injunction 
‘on a former occasion, on the ground that the plaintiff 
had applied too late. He was glad that the Lords Jus- 
tices had thought it consistent with the practice of the 


‘Court to grant it, which, however, they had only done on 


the plaintiff submitting to very onerous terms. 

The case made by the bill was one of fraud, and the 
Plaintiff had sworn to it. This evidence was not 
‘contradicted by any evidence of Job Smith, who was the 
contracting party. Why had not the defendant brought 
Job Smith to contradict the case of fraud? It was no 
answer to say that Job Smith had given evidence in the 
ation at law. The judgment at law was not conclusive 
in this Court. The motion must be refused with costs, 

Porrer v. CLARK.—The creditor of a partnership can 

in an order on summons for the administration of the 

estate of a deceased partner, without making the surviving 
Partner a party. 

In this case the plaintiff had obtained the usual order 





on summons for the administration of the estate of one 
Smedley, whose executor the defendant was. 

The plaintiff claimed to be creditor of Smedley in 
virtue of a joint debt (which in equity would be joint 
and several), which he alleged to be owing to him from 
a partnership alleged by him to have existed between 
Smedley and his father, George Smedley. For the pur- 
poses of this decision it may be considered to have been 
proved that the partnership had existed. 

Karslake now moved to have the order discharged as 
irregular. He said that it was the fixed rule of the 
Court that where a creditor brought a suit on behalf of 
himself and all other the creditors of a deceased partner, 
and where the debt claimed by the plaintiff was one 
owing from the partnership, then the surviving 
partner must be a party to the suit. It was clear that 
the plaintiff had a right to resort to the assets of the 
deceased partner before having recourse to the joint assets 
of the partnership. And if the surviving partner were 
not party to the suit, and the accounts of the partner- 
ship were to show a balance against the surviving part- 
ner, so that the executors of the deceased partner 
would be entitled to be re-paid by him the amount 
recovered against them by the plaintiff, then the result 
would be that the accounts would have to be taken all 
over again, or the surviving partner would be bound by 
an account to which he was not a party. He cited Thorp 
v. Jackson, 2 Y. & C. 553; Wilkinson vy. Henderson, 1 M. & 
K. 582. 

Malins, Q.C., against the motion, was not called upon. 

Stuart, V.C., said that the matter had been well con- 
sidered at chambers. That in his opinion the law of the 
case was against Mr. Karslake’s view, and that even as- 
suming there had been a partnership, yet that it was not 
necessary that the surviving partner should be a party to 
the suit. 

Jan. 29. 

Homrray v. FoTHERGILL.—This case turned mainly on the 
construction of a clause in the deed of partnership between the 
plaintiff and defendant. 

The Attorney-General and Darby for the plaintiffs. 

Rolt, Q.C., Collins, Q.C., and Bedwell, for the defendants. 

At the conclusion of Mr. Bedwell’s argument, Stuart, V.C., 
said that he would consider the case for a few diys, and if he 
thought it necessary weuld call for a reply from the Attorney- 
General, and if not would deliver judgment early in next term. 

WEIR v. WeErr.—In this case a decree for specific performance 
having been made the defendant objected to executing one of the 
conveyances on the ground that it would involve him ina b 
of trust. The matter was referred to chambers. 

Rocuerort v. De CHABANNES.—This was an administration 
suit, heard on further consideration. No questionof law was raised, 

MARJORIBANKS v. CoLLins.—A foreclosure suit. The usual 
foreclosure decree was made, and by arrangement one of the de- 
fendants, who had disclaimed, was allowed his costs. 

Brown v. TAYLor.—In this case the only question raised was 
whether the proceeds of the sale of the commission of one Brown 
was or not subject to the trusts of his marriage settlement. At the 
date of the settlement Brown was a captain in the army. His 
settlement contained a proviso that if at any time after his marri 
Brown should obtain a higher commission, and should sell out, the 
proceeds should be brought into settlement. Brown afterwards at- 
tained the rank of Brevet-Major, and then sold out, It ap 5 
however, that such rank was merely honorary, and that all 
Brown could sell was his captain's commission. This suit was 
instituted for the indemnity of the trustees of the settlement, a 
mortgagee of Brown’s commission having claimed payment of 
the proceeds. The wife and children of Brown were out of the 
jurisdiction, and had not been made parties. Stuart, V.C., held 
that he could not decide the case in their absence, and allowed 
the cause to stand over, with liberty to amend the bill by adding 
them as parties. 

Wess vc. ATTORNEY-GENERAL.—This suit had been insti- 
tuted to raise a legacy out of real estate, in a case where the estate 
had escheated to the Crown for want of liens, The estate had 
been sold, and the proceeds barely sufficed to pay the costs and 
the legacy with interest. Minutes had been drawn up, but Mr. 
Wickens being absent the cause stood over that he might ex- 
amine them. 

Jan, 31, 


PENNEY v. DAVIDSON, 
This suit was instituted by a person claiming to be 





314 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


Feb. 3, 1866, 





cs 





niece of a testator, who had devised his property to trustees 
upon trust to accumulate the rents, and if his nephew 
and niece should, within ten years from his death, ap- 
pear in person before the Mayor of Newcastle, to convey 
the property and pay the accumulation to them. 

A person claiming to be the testator’s niece appeared 
in 1837 before the Mayor of Newcastle, and obtained a 
certificate from him that she had made such claim. 

In 1844 she filed the bill in this suit against the 
trustees. An answer was put in, but no further proceed- 
ings had since been taken in the suit. The plaintiff 
and the defendants are all dead. No person has taken 
out letters of administration to the plaintiff. 


Riddeli, for the personal representative of the last-- 


surviving defendant, who was also heir-at-law of the 
testator, now moved that the suit might be revived, or 
that the bill might be dismissed for want of prose- 
cution. The suit was a lis pendens and a cloud on the 
title: Chowick v. Dimes, 3 Beav. 290. 

Bacon, Q.C., said that the motion was irregular, there 
being no legal personal representative of the plaintiff, 
and, therefore, no one who had a right to revive. 

Stuart, V.C., said that in the case cited by Mr. Riddell 
there was a legal personal representative of the plaintiff, 
while in this case there was not. The motion was clearly 
irregular, and must be dismissed with costs. 


BLOMFIELD 7. LONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY. 


This was a motion that the defendants should be 
ordered to pay into court a sum of money claimed by the 
plaintiff as vendor in a suit for specific performance. 

Motion granted. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
Jan. 27. 
LAWRANCE v. THE NorTH LONDON RAILWAY COMPANY. 


F. M. White moved for a rule to plead several matters, 
and 

Horace Lloyd showed cause against it in the first 
instance. 

The action was on the inquisition of a compensation 
jury, and the plea mainly objected to was to the effect 
that the jury had included in their finding compensation 
for things in respect of which the plaintiff had no legal 
title to recover. To this plea it was objected that the 
question sought to be raised by it could only be properly 
raised by certiorari. 

The Court allowed the plea, with liberty to traverse it 
and demur to it. 

Coox v. Bonp.—MacMahon obtained a rule to inspect docu- 
ments, 

GRAVES rv. ASHYORD.—Rew moved to make the rule absolute 
by consent. Rule absolute. 

Ez parte Marx Woov.—JVills obtained an order to dispense 
with the concurrence of the applicant’s husband in making a 
mortgage. 

Lewis v. ALLom.—Action for not assigning all the defendant’s 
rights in the lease of No. 100, Long-acre, about to be granted. 
It was tried before the Common Serjeant at Croydon, when the 
plaintiff obtained a verdict for £75. 

Francis showed cause against, and W. G. Harrison supported 
a rule to enter the verdict for the defendant, to reduce the 
damages, or for a new trial. 

The Court said the verdict must stand for £10 on the count for 
money had and received, and for the defendant on the other issues. 
Jan, 30. 

Brown v. Kinc.—Patchett moved for a rule calling on the 
defendant to give security for costs, and to stay proceedings in 
the meantime. Referred to chambers. 

HitimMer Anp ANoTHER v. SmituH.—Huddleston, Q.C., ob- 
tained a rule for a nonsuit and for a new trial on the grounds of 
misdirection, misreception of evidence, and that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence. 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
Jan, 27, 
Matruews v. Brnp.—Coleridge, ¢¢ last term, had obtained 
rule nisi to set aside an award; anc Karslake, Q.C., a cross 





rule for ent of money under the award. Cause w, 

hown againot both rule. Q.C., Kingd d a 
arslake, Q.C. eridge, Q.C., Kingdon, and Cole. peared 

for the rties. ‘ aiid : it oP ’ 
The Court discharged Coleridge’s rule. 


Jan. 31. 


BAXENDALE v. SouTH WESTERN Rartway Company,— 
The Court gave judgment for the plaintiff upon the first two 
heads of claim, and for the defendants upon the third. 


Borrom.ey v. Sm1tH.—/JVorsley moved to make a rule abgoe- 
lute. Rule absolute. 


JENKINS v. UNDERWOOD.— Kingdon showed cause against the 
rule in this case. Rule absolute on terms. 


Darcy v. Jones.—Dowdeswell showed cause against a rule 
fer an attachment. 
Pollock contra. Rule absolute on terms. 


Tuomas v. TAYLOR.—Kingdon supported the rule. Day 
contra. Rule absolute, with leave to re-open the matier at. 
chambers. 


Warp v. THE GAs-LIGHT AND CoKE CompAny.—The Court 
pone, judgment for the plaintiff, making the rule for a new trial 
absolute. 


BAIL COURT. 
Jan. 27. 
(Before SuExE, J.) 
Re Naxtor.—T. Jones moved for a rule to one Hayward to» 
show cause gwo warranto he claims to act as Town Counsellor 
of Durham. Rule nisi granted. 


Witson v. THE East Lonpon Rartway Company.— 
Robinson, Serjt., moved for a rule calling Og the defendants. 
to show cause why a writ of mandamus should not issue, com- 
manding them to summon a jury and assess compensation. Rule. 
nist granted. 


Ex parte BAKER.—Smythies (7. S. Pritchard with him),, 
moved for a rule calling upon the Commissioners of the Court o 
Sewers of Monmouthshire to show cause why a certiorari should 
not issue to bring up certain presentments of the Court against 
Daniel Baker. Rule nisi granted. 


Epwarps v. Marson.—Grifits, on behalf of the defendant, 
moved for a rule calling on the plaintiff to show cause why an 
award should not be set aside. Rule nisi granted. 


Rea. v. Mayor or Lonpon.—In this case a rule nisi fora 
mandamus had been obtained on a former day. 

Bovill, Q.C., now said that it had been agreed that the mane- 
damus should go, and that the points of law should be argued 
on the return. Rule absolute accordingly. 


Rea. v. THE METROPOLITAN District RAILwAy CoMPANy, 
—A similar announcement was made in this case. 

Keane, Q.C., appeared for the company ; W. G. Harrison for: 
the Crown. 

Attorneys, Messrs. Burchell; Drake § Sons. 


Hanpo v. Lonpon, CHATHAM, AND Dover RAILway.— 
Prentice showed cause why an order of Shee, J., by which cer- 
tain words in one of the pleas were ordered to be struck out, 
should not be rescinded. 

Bovill, Q.C., supported the rule. Rule absolute. 

Attorneys, Becke; Messrs. Freshfield. 

Hupson v. Norton.—Day, on behalf of the defendant, 
showed cause why an award should not bo set aside, 

Quain supported the rule. 

The objection to the award was that the arbitrator had im- 
properly enlarged the time. It appeared that the parties had 
met, and that the reference had been proceeded with after one or 
niore irregular enlargements had been made, and it was con- 
tended for the defendant, on the authority of Legett v. Finlay, 
6 Bing. 255, and Hallett v. Hallett, 5 M. & W. 35, that by 80 
meeting the parties had made a fresh parol submission, and that 
the award was valid. It further appeared that the arbitrator 
had again enlarged the time Grégulaty after this meeting; and 
for the plaintiff Mason v. Wallace, 10 B. & C. 107, was cited, to 
show that the irregularity subsequent to the meeting could not 
be cured by the previous meeting. Upon the authority of this 
case the rule was made absolute. 


Jan, 29, 
(Before MEttor and Suez, JJ.) 

TuE CHURCHWARDENS OF THE PaItisn OF ALDERSHOTT ?- 
Tue GUARDIANS or THE Mepway Union.—Barrow moved 
for a rule calling on certain justices of the connty of Kent to 
show cause why a mandamus should not issue commanding them, 
+4 enter continuances and enter an appeal between these parties. 

ule nisi. 


Rec. v. Copn.—Keane, Q.C. (Barrow with him), showed. 
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against a rule calling upon Cobb to show cause why a 
peo should not issue commanding him to make paral 
tion of lands in the parish of Baughton-under-Bleane, and 

to allow the parishioners to take copies thereof. 
Browne, oc, and G. Francis, supported the rule. Rule 


Attorneys, Kingsford § Doeman; J. § GC. Rogers. 

Pearson v. NELL.—Prentice showed cause against a rule 
calling upon the pint to show cause why the verdict in this 
action should not be entered for the defeadant, or why there 
should not be a nonsuit or a new trial. 

Pearce supported the rule. Rule absolute for a new trial. 

Attorneys, H. B. Clark; Lewis § Walson. 


Rec. v. CHADWICK AND OTHERS, Justices, &¢.—Holker, 
on behalf of the Local Board of Health of Hurst, moved for a 
rule calling on Messrs. Lees and Booth to show cause why they 
should not pay the costs of a imandamus which had issued 
against the defendants, and of this application. Rule nisi. 


Rec. v. Foorr.—Mellish, Q.C., had on a former day obtained 
arule for a certiorari to bring up a coroner’s inquisition for the 
se of having it quashed. He now moved for a rule abso- 

to that effect. Rule absolute to enter the case in the Crown 


aa Jan. 30. 


Witson v. THE East Lonpon Rartway Company.— 
Robinson, Sevjt., said that the motions made in these names 
on the 27th inst. should have becn against the Milwall Canal 
Wharfs and Graving Docks Company, the name of the defen- 
dants, against whom he had moved his rule on that day, having 
been given by mistake. He now applied for permission to insert 
the right names in the rule. Application granted. 


Ex parte THomas.—Garth moved that the usual notice for 
admission might be dispensed with, and that the applicant might 
be admitted as an attorney. Rule absolute. 

Ex parte Tut Lonpoy, Bricutonx, AND SovTH Coast 
Rattway Company. IN rE THE LonDON, CHATHAM, AND 
Dover Company.—Hannen moved for a rule calling upon the 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company to show cause 
why a mandamus should not issue, commanding them to acquire 

convey to the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
Company the fee simple of certain lands. Rule nisi. 


Jan. 31. 
(Before MELLOR, J.) 

MgapwELt, Appellant, v, Tue Justices OF RUTLANDSHIRE, 
Respondents.—O’ Brien, Sevjt., showed cause against a rule call- 
ing upon the respondents to show cause why they should not 
grant a case raising the question whether the appellant had been 
propery convicted of injuring a highway. 

~ Russell supported the rule. Rule discharged, 

Attorney, Stamford. 

Baker v. STEVENS.—C. Podlock applied that an award might 
be set aside. ‘The application was referred to the full Court. 

Bx parte LAvE.—C. Pollock moved that the rule nisi which 
he had obtained on the 27th inst. might be made absolute. No 
cause was shown. Rule absolute. 


Rayner v. Rrrson.—Hannen applied for a rule nisi calling 
on the plaintiff to show cause why an order of Lush, J., 

ould not be set aside. Rule xsi; cause to be shown before 
Lush, J., at chambers, 


COURT OF DIVORCE. 
Jan, 25. 

Kennicot v. Kennicot.—This was'a suit for judicial sepa- 
ration, instituted by the wife of the respondent, a clergyman of 
the Church of England. ‘The petitioner proved various acts of 
cruelty, and she was corroborated in her account by two of the 
children, who witnessed the acts of cruelty complained of. The 
Tespondent was called for the defence, and either denied or modi- 

the acts alleged. 

The Jupcr-Orprnanry said that he considered the prepon- 

ce of evidence was on the side of the petitioner, and he 
would therefore grant a decree nis? for judicial separation. 

Counsel for the petitioner, Hanner ; for the respondent, Harri- 

a, 


Jan, 26, 

Kays v, Kaye.—This was a suit by the wife for judicial 
Separation, on the ground of cruelty, and the petitioner also 
prayed that the custody of the four children of the marriage be 
given to the mother, 

Tristram, Dr., and Richardson, appeared for the petitioner. 

Acts of cruelty were clearly proved, and the Court granted a 

nist for judicial separation, and also directed that the cus- 
tody of the children should be given to the wife until further 


Attornoy for tho potitioncr, F. Farrar. 








COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner WINSLOW.) 
Jan. 30. 

In re JAMES BEATTIE. 

Mr. James Beattie was an attorney having offices at 3, 
South-square, Gray’s-inn, and 16, Hans-place, Chelsea, 
and this was a sitting for examination and discharge. A 
statement of accounts filed in Court returns the following 
items: unsecured creditors, £3,701; ditto, holding secu- 
rity, £814; liabilities on bills discounted, £176; ditto on 
guarantees, £50; ditto for repairs as trustee, £76; and 
creditors to be paid in full, £25; total, £4,843. On the 
credit side the items are—debts good, £7; ditto doubtful, 
£1,399; and property in the hands of creditors, £287. 
The bankrupt, who applied to the Court upon his own 
petition, attributed his failure to losses in connection 
with Light’s Patent Marine Buoyancy Company, and 
at the first meeting Mr. Gerard Ralston, of 102, London 
Wall, merchant, was elected to the office of trade assignee. 

Mr. Byles now appeared for the assignees, and 

Mr. Sargood for Miss Thompson, a creditor. 

The bankrupt was not represented by counsel or at- 
torney. 

The bankrupt was examined by Mr. Sargood in support 
of the opposition. He said—I was executor under the 
will of Mr. John Thompson, of Euston-square; and I 
believe Mrs. Thompson, the widow, was executrix, but I 
may say at once that I decline to enter upon particulars 
for these reasons: that I am not supported by counsel, 
and I have no memoranda to assist me. 

Mr. Sargood.—I confess that I am rather at a loss to 
understand you. 

Mr. Commissioner WINSLOW said the bankrupt was 
bound to answer the questions which were proposed to 
him. 
The bankrupt said—I proved the willof Mr. Thompscn 
in my character of executor, and soon afterwards I re- 
ceived from the Rock Assurance Office a sum of £1,500. 
I kept an account in my books of the moneys which I 
received on account of the estate. I have not filed any 
books relating to my professional business, they are all 
scattered about, and the fact is, that between two execu- 
tions and a distress for rent I hardly know what has be- 
come of them. My furniture was sold for rent and my 
papers were sent to the warehouse by the people who 
made the seizure, so my sister led me to believe. 

Mr. Sargood.—Are not the books now in your pos- 
session ? 

The Bankrupt.—Yes, I received them back; they are 
now at my residence, 39, Stanley-road, Islington. [Mr. 
Sargood said this was inconsistent with the bankrupt’s 
former statement.] Examination resumed.—By a decree 
of the Court of Chancery it was found that a sum of 
£508, which belonged to W. Thompson’s estate, was in 
my hands. The chief clerk, thougn compelled to make 
his certificate for this amount, expressed his regret that 
he could not allow me to set off a sum of about £300 
which I had advanced to the widow. LEquitably there is 
only about £120 due to the estate, and since that period 
I have paid a further sum of £50. I was also trustee, 
jointly with Mr. Byles, of a sum of £1,000. That wasin 
November, 1850. Mr. Byles was my brother-in-law, and 
he died about four years afterwards. The £1,000 Stock 
was transferred to me jointly with Mr. Byles. We sold 
the stock; whether I or my brother-in-law I do not re- 
member. I did not pay the money to the Misses Thomp- 
son; I invested it in acompany. I gave to the Misses 
Thompson six shares ina mining company, which now 
bring in about £200 per year. The company is named 
the Minera. I had lost the £1,000 at the time I handed 
over the shares. I had at that time four other 
shares in the Minera, which I transferred to Messrs. 
Stagg & Mantle. Afterwards I sold those shares (sub- 
ject to the mortgage) to Mr. R. H. Pierrepoint, a solicitor 
who was formerly a fellow clerk with me in the office of 
Mr. Robinson, of Half Moon-street. I suppose the prior 
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mortgage was paid off, but not by me. Mr. Pierrepoint 
sued me jointly with Miss Thompson, and judgment was 
recovered, and eventually Miss Thompson was arrested; 
that was quite an accident. I lent the £1,000 to 
the proprietor of Light’s Patent. The patent was 
deposited with me as security for the advance, but it 
proved to be valueless. By the Light’s Patent Marine 
Buoyancy Company I lost a sum of £3,000. 

Sargood said it was very difficult, in the absence of the 
books, to know what accounts to ask for; at present he 
would limit his application to the following accounts: a 
cash account for the eighteen months preceding the date 
of the bankruptcy; a special account of the disposal of 
the £1,000, to which reference had been made; and a 
deficiency account. 

The bankrupt said that he had no objection to file the 
accounts, but he was now doing nothing, and he was 
anxious to get to work again (a statement which caused 
some little amusement in court). 

His Honour ordered the accounts asked for, and 
adjourned the further hearing in the meantime. 


SHOREDITCH COUNTY COURT. 
Jan, 23. 
(Before G. W. DAsENT, Esq., Judge.) 
MoyYEs v. SHRIMPTON.* 

This was the first suit under the above Act in this 
court, and its object was to carry into effect, under the 
direction of the Court, a trust for sale of a certain house 
and premises, No. 34, Curtain-road, in the parish of St. 
Leonard, Shoreditch. William Shrimpton, the testator in 
the suit, by his will dated the 25th day of November, 
1842, after directing the payment of his debts, &c., de- 
vised the house in question to his two sons, Thomas and 
Matthew, their heirs and assigns, in trust to pay the 
rents and profits to his daughter Emma, the wife of 
Thomas Hems, for her life, and upon her death to sell 
and dispose of the same, and divide the proceeds equally 
among the children of Emma Hems. The will also con- 
tained a devise of other houses in trust for the benefit 
of Thomas and Matthew, his (the testator’s) sons and 
trustees, almost similar in terms to the declaration of 
trust last mentioned, for the benefit of Mrs. Hems and 
her children. The will contained a power of mainte- 
nance and power to give receipts, but no power to appoint 
new trustees. The testator’s sons both survived him, 
Matthew died in the year 1855, and Thomas, the sur- 
vivor, died in the year 1861, having by his will purported 
to appoint the plaintiff and defendant trustees of the 
will of William Shrimpton, the original testator. 

The tenant for life, Mrs. Hems, died in the month of 
November, 1861, leaving three children surviving, and 
thereupon the trust for sale became exerciseable. 

Andrew Thomson for the plaintiff, stated that the whole of 
the trusts of the will of William Shrimpton had, except as 
to the subject-matter of this suit, been carried into execu- 
tion, or were in the course of being carried into execution, 
in a suit instituted in the Court of Chancery some years 
ago, and asked for a decretal order directing that the 
house, No. 34, Curtain-road (sworn to be of less value 
than £500) might be sold, and the proceeds of such sale 
paid into court and secured for the benefit of Mrs. Hems’ 
children, two of whom were under twenty-one, and all of 
them in a very humble rank of life. Mr. Thomson also 
stated that the plaintiff had made every effort to induce 
the defendant to concur in the execution of the trust; 
that the property in question was in the possession of a 
stranger; that in answer to all the plaintiff’s remon- 
strances, the defendant, who was also the heir of the 
testator, had invariably replied that he would concur in 
giving effect to the trusts of the will, in case he were 
paid for so doing, but not otherwise. 

The Judge said he entertained considerable doubt 
whether the fact of the other parts of the testator’s es- 
tate (being over the value of £2,000), having been ad- 


* £z relatione Mr. Thomson, 
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ministered under the direction of the Court of Chancery, 
did not preclude his dealing with the property in queg. 
tion. 

Thomson said that the Act applied in all cases in 
which the estate “sought to be dealt with” was under 
the value of £500, and that the suit in the Court of 
Chancery was not a suit for the general administration 
of the testator’s estate, but only dealt with property other 
than the subject-matter of this suit. 

Ince, for the defendant, whilst denying, on behalf of 
his client, the charge of having refused to concur in the 
trust unless paid for so doing, objected to the suit alto. 
gether, on the ground that the plaintiff was not a trustee 
of the will, and that if he were the suit would not bind 
the persons beneficially interested, they not having been 
made parties. 

Thomson replied that he had in court very nume- 
rous cases to show that the property in question wag 
vested in the plaintiff and defendant jointly, subject to 
the trusts of the will, and that it had in fact been so de- 
cided by the Master of the Rolls in the above-mentioned 
suit in the Court of Chancery (Shrimpton v. Shrimpton), 
and that, by serving the decree on the parties beneficially 
interested, pursuant to 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 42,* they 
would be bound by these proceedings. 

After a long discussion, His Honour having declared 
himself bound by the decision of the Master of the Rolls, 

Ince said if that were his Honour’s view of the 
case he would consent to an order similar to that made 
in like cases by the Court of Chancery, and such order 
was accordingly made in the terms of minutes previously 
prepared in behalf of the plaintiff, but with the addition 
that the plaint should te amended by adding one of the 
beneficiaries as a co-plaintiff. 

Solicitors, Watson $ Son; Gwillim. 





——_ 





COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lords Justices.) 

Jan, 31.—Re Hand and Newberry.--This was an appeal 
from an order made by the Vice-Chancellor Stuart as to the 
custody of two children, a boy aged 15, and a girl aged 12. 
The circumstances are detailed in the report of the case 
before his Honour, 14 W. R. 173. 

Mrs. Newberry appealed. 

Mr. Malins and itr. G. Hastings for Mrs. Newberry; Mr. 
Bacon and Mr. C. Hall for Mr. Caddell. 

The Lord Justice Kn1cut Bruce said that the Court must 
presume that the father of the infants remained until his 
death in the communion of the Church of England ; the 
form of religion which it was desired by the mother to 
prescribe to the children was one without ministers, without 
any fixed method of ascertaining who belonged to the com- 
munity, or what the doctrines were. They appeared to be 
a casual and ungoverned collection of professing Christians 
without any settled form of worship. The proposal of the 
mother appeared to him to amount to bringing ap the 
children to no religion at all. It had been argued that the 
Court ought to see the children, but it would be useless to 
do so, for even if they were desirous of joining such a body, 
his Lordship would feel it his duty to disregard their wishes. 

The Lord Justice Turner said that he entirely concurred. 
The general doctrine was that children ought to be brought 
up in the religion of the father, and there was nothing to 
satisfy the Court that he was not a member of the Church of 
England. The appeal must be dismissed with costs, 

(Before Vice-Chancellor Sir W. P. Woop.) 

Jan, 31.—Steele v. The Midland Railway Company.—This 
was a motion under the Lands Clauses Act, s. 92, to restrain 
the Midland Railway Company from taking, for the purposes 
of their line, part of a field belonging fo the plaintiff, and 


alleged to be necessary for the occupation and bn re of 


his dwelling-house, except on the terms of purchasing the 


whole house. 





* This Act does not apply to the county courts. See Davis on the 
County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction, preface, and our notice of that 
work, 10 Sol, Jour, 298,—Ep. 5, J. 
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The plaintiff's yoany de 5 and garden are on the 
qestern side of and front the Edgware-road, nearly opposite 


the Crown-inn and facing the lane to Child’s-hill ; and the 


land popes to be taken by the company is a field bounded 
the Child’s-hill-lane and lying back some 150 yards from 

e are-road on the eastern side. The case made by 
the bill was that the land in question, though separated by 
the main road and some intervening land, was absolutely 

for the enjoyment of the plaintiff's house, and had 
been occupied by the plaintiff on lease at a high rent until 
he purchased it. 

. Rolt, Q.C., and Mr. Nalder, in support of the motion, 
contended that this paddock, which had been purchased by 
the plaintiff and occupied by him in order to provide 
accommodation for his increasing family and enlarged 
establishment, would pass as appurtenant to the plaintiff's 
residence, and formed part of his ‘‘house” within the 
provisions of the Lands Clauses Act, one great object of 
which was to protect persons in the enjoyment of residential 

rty. Looking at the gross tyranny exercised over us 
by these great railway companies, the Court would not be 
disposed to adopt a narrow construction of the Act, or allow 
the plaintiff to have his house, where he had lived for more 
than 20 years, and upon which he had expended large sums 
of money, rendered useless for all purposes of residence. 

Mr. W M. James, Q.C., and Mr. Speed, on behalf of the 
com: my were not called on. 

The ICE-CHANCELLOR said that in the present state of the 
authorities he did not feel himself justified in extending the 
construction that had been given to the Act. No doubt 
there had been a strong intimation of opinion by one of the 
Lords Justices in some of the cases in favour of a more ex- 
tended view; but there was no decision to establish that 
more extended view. What limit was to be drawn ? Supposing 
the plaintiff had thought fit to keep fifty horses instead of five, 
would it be contended that the paddocks and grazing grounds 
for all those horses would in a conveyance or devise as 
“part of his house?” The motion must be refused, and 
the costs would be costs in the cause. His Honour added 
that much had been said as to the tyranny of railway com- 
panies in cases like this, but after all a much more serious 

ievance existed in the way in which the poor were liable to 

turned out of their habitations, and find them swept away 
without their being able to obtain any compensation from the 
railway company. 

Mr. Rolt observed that the way in which railway compa- 
nies were allowed in the — day to deal with our pro- 
perty was something painful to contemplate. 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 

(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp CuieF Bar. Mr. 
Baron Martin, Mr. Baron CHANNELL, and Mr. Baron 
Pigott.) 

Jan. 31.— Alexander v. Jones.—In this case, which was 
argued on Tuesday by Mr. Lumley Smith for the plaintiff, 
and Mr. Henry Mathews for the defendant, the Court gave 
judgment for the plaintiff, on the ground that when a 
debtor has no permanent dwelling-place, he must be taken to 
be dwelling at the place where he is temporarily staying 
when the action is commenced ; and that if this is more 
than 20 miles from where the plaintiff dwells, the plaintiff 
may sue in a superior court and is not bound to sue in the 
ome court. 

Rule absolute. — 

BIRMINGHAM COUNTY COURT. 
(Before Mr. R. G. Wetrorp, Judge.) 

Jan. 30.—Brookes v. Stephens.—Damages for the Death o 
@ Husband.—This was an action to recover £50 frente. 
sustained by the death of the plaintiff's husband, which 
— from the careless driving of a man in the defendant's 
employ. 

ir, Rennedy yen for the plaintiff, and Mr. Duke 

(solicitor) for the defendant. 

On the 24th of November last, the plaintiff’s husband, who 
was a book carrier in the employment of Messrs. Pickford & 
Co., the well-known carriers, and a driver named Caulder, 
Were in charge of a waggon belonging to the firm in New 
Canal-street. The waggon was going towards Curzon-street 
Station, on the left-hand side of the road, and on the right- 

d side was another vehicle, almost ina line with the van. 
The defendant’s man was in charge of a spring cart which was 
d the van, and, wishing to pass, instead of waiting until 

the vohicle on the right-hand side of the road was clear of the 





van, and thus being enabled to pass on his right side, the 
man drove to the left of the van, half off half on the foot- 
path, touching the shoulder of the driver of the van, 
who shouted to Brookes to get out of the way. 
Brookes, who was close to the wheels of the van, attempted 
to do so, but defendant’s cart caught his leg as it came by, 
and threw him under the wheels of the van. He was picked 
up, taken to the hospital, where it was found that his leg 
was cut and mangled in a frightful manner. He lingered at 
the hospital until the 27th of December, when he died. 

Mr. Duke pressed upon the Court the fact that while it 
was a very hard case for the plaintiff, it was also a hard case 
for the defendant, he having personally had no hand in the 
matter. 

His Honour gave a verdict for the plaintiff for £30 and 
costs, thinking that that sum would be an equitable com- 
pensation to the widow of the unfortunate deceased. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Next Herr. 


Sir,— Permit me to call the attention of your readers to 
the following ‘‘ devise,” hoping they will inform me whether 
A. and B. have the power of selling the fee, and if not, in 
whom such power lies :—‘‘I devise the whole of my real 
estate unto A. for life, and after his decease I devise the 
same unto his son B., his heirs, and assigns, for ever, or in 
case of the decease of the aforesaid B. before that of his 
father, then I devise the aforesaid estate unto his next heir, 
and his assigns, for ever, the said heir being one of the lawful 
children of A. and his first wife C.” 


Jan. 31, An ARTICLED CLERK. 





Law REPORTING. 

Sir,— When I first read the leader upon Law Reporting in 
the Pall Mall Gazette of Saturday, January 13th, I confess 
the feeling which came uppermost and unbidden to my 
breast was regret that the writer, who, in his own judgment 
at least, possessed in an eminent degree qualifications which 
would fit him for editorial duties, had not, by some odylic 
or other force, been brought into communion with the 
Council of Law Reporting, and his services made available 
before the first number of the Law Reports was launched 
upon the troubled sea of literary speculation. He seemed to 
be one of those who, in the ‘‘fortuitous concourse of atoms,” 
constituting the social fabric, had missed his footing, and, 
asa “right man,” had not found his ‘‘right place.” I ought 
to state, perhaps, that I read the article in question (by the 
way the word ‘‘article” I have heard Lord Justice Knight 
Bruce characterize as ‘literary slang”) amidst a ‘‘ darkness 
that was visible,” in a railway carriage, as, at the close of 
laborious daily duty, I journeyed homeward. Last Saturday, 
however, my attention having been again called to the sub- 
ject by the Solicitors’ Journal, I reperused the results of the 
writer's industrious reading and his reflections thereon, and 
then the convictions of the previous week, hastily formed, 
like the snow we have lately had in our streets, slipped 
gradually away, and I came to the conclusion, at which more 
matured judgments have arrived before me, that neither this 
man nor that has a monopoly of wisdom. 

The writer observes that in sending forth the Law Reports 
a great effort has been made ‘‘on the part of the bar to 
correct abuses connected with law reporting.” Granting the 
existence of the ‘‘abuses,” is is clear, upon the writer’s own 
showing, that the attempt to ‘‘correct” them has miserably 
failed. He refers to six cases reported from the Court of 
Common Pleas, five of which, he asserts, ought not to have 
been reported at all; and against each of the others he 
lodges a complaint. As to the first, Gibson v. Holland, he 
characterises the head note as ‘‘rather clumsy,” and there is 
no denying that it is. In this respect the new reports cannot 
be said tobe an improvement upon the old. Buta kind of 
model note is given, and let us see whether, when examined, 
it bears the test of scrutiny. It is brief enough in all con- 
science, but then, as it appears to me, perspicuity has been 
sacrificed to brevity. I assume that the perfection of a head 
note does not consist in rendering it absolutely necessary to 
read the whole case in order rightly to — upon what 
ground ‘‘the letter from B. to A. was held to be a sufficient 
note or memorandum of the bargain to satisfy the Statute of 
Frauds.” Then of what earthly use is it to say that “B. 
wrote a letter to A. referring to the contract.” For all 
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ractical purposes the confessedly “clumsy” note is the 
Fest, because ‘‘referring” might include repudiating the 
contract altogether; whereas the ‘‘clumsy” note informs 
you in what way B. “referred” to the contract, and you see 
at once its bearing upon the argument. ; 

In the next case, Jegon v. Vivian, it seems about thirty 
cases were cited, ‘‘all of which were declared to be irrele- 
vant.” Who, if anyone, is to blame for this? Neither re- 
porters nor the law, but the lawyers. The counsel who 
argned the case doubtless considered them pertinent, and 
when such ‘doctors differ who shall decide ?”” 

The result of the writers analysis of the six cases reviewed, 
seems to be that fifty-two pages of print might advan- 
tageously have been reduced to four. Does not this, if it 

rove any thing, show that a mere printer's speculation, is 
Exely to be fraught with as many evils as ‘‘a mere bookseller's 
speculation,” which the writer finds guilty of so much that 
requires correction? I suppose the Weekly Reporter is com- 
prehended under the engulphing ‘‘&c;” and although the 
new reports are said to be superior to the old, the unsup- 
ported assertion fails to convince. ‘‘They are much better 
looking,” it is added. That is a matter of taste. When, a 
short time since, the proof sheets of a case Mr. Rolt desired 
to quote were, with characteristic eagerness, handed to him 
by Mr. Daniel, all he could say specially in their favour was 
that they were ‘‘printed very nicely on very nice paper.” 
When we are told ‘they will have more authority,” we 
wait for evidence to support the assertion. 

Again, the writer states the object to have been to give to 
the Bar and the public ‘‘a cheap and good series on the old 
pattern.” How are they ‘‘cheap?” The Weekly Reporter, 
which contains reports of cases, furnished by members of 
the Bar from all the Courts, can be had for one-half the 
amount charged for the Law Reports. That they are not 
** good,” the writer, by no means unfavourably biassed, has 
clearly demonstrated. But with reference to their being ‘‘on 
the old pattern,” I would say :—‘‘ Rendez a César ce qui 
appartient a César, et a Dicu, ce qui esta Dieu,” and let 
the new reports have all the honour of the originality which 
is manifested in the ‘‘ clumsy ” head-note. 

**A single series of reports practically possessing ex- 
clusive authority,” seems in the view of the writer to be the 
magic spell which by its mystic agency shall sweep away 
all defects and usher in a new and happy era. Those who 
occasionally sit in the Appellate Courts know that, when 
anything which Lord Justice Knight Bruce considers startling, 
is stated or read, he is in the habit in his own peculiar style, 
of looking round the court through his gold eye-glass, and mak- 
ing the inquiry :—‘‘ Are we really living in the year 1866?” 
And in these days, when all monopolies are justly considered 
odious, and the competitive principle is daily being extended 
in its reach and range, it excites a little surprise to find 
monopoly advocated in a new and generally well conducted 
aspirant to public favour. If the system of exclusiveness is 
to prevail on account of its merit, with regard to legal 
een > and be confided to the Law Reports, why not carry 
it alittle farther, and make the Zimes the sole oracle in 
reference to our social and political history? The one 
might be advocated upon as good grounds as the other. 
Shenstone classes newspaper readers under the following 
heads : — The ill-natured man looks to the lists of bank- 
rupts; the tradesman to the price of bread; the stock- 
jobber to the list of the day ; the old maid to marriages ; 
the prodigal son to deaths ; the monopolist to the hopes of a 
wet harvest; and the Soonlianamed misses to everything 
that relates to Gretna Green. It is quite possible that the 
Times may furnish something for the hungriest sensational 
cravings of members of each class ; but, it is much less than 
doubtful whether the ‘* Thunderer,” should alone provide the 
diurnal mental pabulum of the nation. And so with 
regard to the channels through which legal information shall 
be conveyed, the cry must be, ‘‘ No Monopoly |” 

When it is said the Law Keports “are stilla series of 
reports on the old model, infected with the characteristic vices 
of such works,” the verdict is mercly what might have been 
anticipated. The new series cannot with any justice lay claim 
to less fallibility than reports which were previously issued 
and have secured for themselves an established reputation. 

The Law Reports have been heralded bya flourish of trum- 
pets, intended to assure the world of their vast superiority 
and solidity of foundation. But I have lived Jong enough to 
remember that a few years since Messrs, Spottiswoode at- 
tempted to extinguish all lesser lights and failed; that after 





a short-lived and inglorious existence their series collapsed, 
shipwrecking all the hopes of ardent and lukewarm ad 

and finally becoming nothing better than waste-paper oy 
library shelves or under buttermens’ counters. Later still, 
the New Reports, on which a staff of contributors laboured for 
love and not for money, came to an untimely end, 

I am no seer, I cannot look farther down the long vista 
of futurity than comes within the ken of ordinary mortals; ] 
have no ‘prophetic soul;” I utter no predictions; I only 
whisper nous verrons. JUNIUS, 





THE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS. 

Sir,—As one of the candidates at the recent final examina. 
tion, feeling much interested therein, permit me to call at. 
tention to the 9th question under the head Conveyancing, 
and to the answer * sans: given in your last edition. 

The question is whether, under circumstances there stated, 
a first mortgagee can or cannot sustain his mortgage debt as 
against subsequent incumbrancers. 

Your answer neither expressly affirms or denies either pro. 
position, but in stating that ‘To such a purchase an ex. 


tinguishment of the mortgage debt takes place,” leaves it to 


be implied that the direct answer to the question would be 
that the first mortgagee could not so sustain his mor 
debt. But then the answer goes on to state that the “ equit. 
able estate merges in the legal, unless it was to the interest 
of the purchaser to keep the incumbrance alive.” In all 
humility, and to satisfy myself as to accuracy or inaccuracy 
of my own answer, I would entreat your attention to the 
subject, and beg of you to consider whether the fact of the 
purchase of the equity of redemption by a first mortises 
would really have such an (possibly disastrous) effect as that 
above implied. 


How can it seriously be said that the purchase of the: 


equity of redemption amounts to an extinguishment of thé 
mortgage debt? I observe no authorities are quoted, and 
such as I can find, though not directly in point, certainly 
lead to the opposite conclusion. The first mortgagee has 
the legal estate, and also a sum of money owing to him, 
under covenants. At law he is the absolute owner in fee of 
the estate, against which there is a right recognised only in 
equity on the part of the mortgagor and those claiming under 
him, to redeem the estate on payment of the money. Clearly 
then at law no such result as that assumed would follow. 
Now as to equity. There the mortgagee is regarded as 
having no estate in the land, except bare possession, with a 
right to retain such possession until paid off. The debt is 
the only thing equity looks at and Fm treats as personal 
estate. How then can equity, regarding only the debt, hold 
that any future dealing with the estate amounts to an ex- 
tinguishment of that debt? Until satisfied that debt must 
exist as a debt, and nothing short of payment, or what 
amounts to payment, can extinguish it. How, too, can it 
be pre eB that purchase of the equity of redemption 
amounts to payment when even foreclosure has no § 
effect (see Sm, Eq. Man. 7th ed. p. 297). 

Put the thing toa practical test. If the first mortgagee 
cannot, as against the second mortgagee, restrain his mort. 
gage debt, what are the remedies of the second mortgagee? 
If he has a right he must have a remedy; if no remedy no 
right. Ejectment is out of the question—a Dill to ace 

mits what 1 contend for—then what is there for him todo? 
A bill praying that first mortgagee may be declared a trustee 
of the estate for him (second mortgagee), as having first 
charge—on what principle? What equity has he? Nothing 
by way of contract—and where is the fraud? He is in no 
way damnified ; his charge always came after the first mort- 
ragee’s charge, and why should he seek to reverse that order? 

‘he purchase of the right outstanding in the mortgagor could 
be no concern of his. Equity would protect his charge and 
preserve its due order, and why should it be advanced ? 

The latter part of your answer seems in itself to amount 
almost to a refutation of the former part, because, in the case 
put, it clearly might be very much to “the interest of the 
purchaser to keep his first incumbrance alive.” 

I think itis also open to question whether it can ever strictly 
be said that an equitable estate ‘ merges” in the legal estate 
—in the way ‘‘ merger” is understood at law. What happens 
is more in the nature of a subsidence of an equitable right 
because there is no longer any cquity requiring its existence. 
sesides, the proposition in the first part of your answer 
requires to support it that the legal estate should ‘ merge 
in the equitable, which no one could contend for, 
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The true answer ‘o the case put by the question seems to 
me to be this. That in any case the first are can 
set up_his mortgage debt as the first charge on the estate. 
And should he have purchased the equity of redemption 
without notice of mye pe incumbrances, he could tack 
m to his mortgage debt the money paid for the pur- 


Should you find occasion to dissent from my view I 
should esteem it a favour if you weuld intimate as much to 
me in the manner most convenient to yourself. 

THomas E. Harper. 

{If our correspondent will refer to the last edition of 
Smith’s Compendium of the Law of Real and Personal Pro- 
perty, page 403 ; to 1 Powell, 551; or to any text-book on 
mortgages ; he will find that the answer we have given to 
ro 4 uestion on Conveyancing is perfectly accurate, 
and that the ‘‘true answer” he would have us put in is very 
bad law.—Ep. S. J.] 





WILLiIaMs v. LOVELL. 


* Sir,—Your publication of the 27th inst. contains a report 
of a motion made to the Court of Queen’s Bench on the part 
of the plaintiff ‘“‘for a rule to set aside an order of Mr. 
Justice Blackburn, made in November last, staying the 
action in this suit.” 

The application was ex parte. The first intimation I re- 
ceived was on reading the Standard of the 28rd inst., con- 
taining a report identical with that in the Solicitors’ 
Journal, 

The statements made in support of the motion are so 
erroneous that I feel compelled to notice them—the more so 
asthe Lord Chief Justice is represented as having made a 
remark which he would assuredly not have made except 
upon the assumption that those statements were true. 

Ideny that “any arrangement was entered into between 
me and Mrs, Cass that oe and not the solicitor, should 
pay me my fees.” 1 was instructed by the plaintiff in the 
usual way and upon the usual understanding—in fact the 

intiff, in the contention which ensued between him and 

Cass, made and filed an affidavit, in which he stated 
in effect that he was my debtor, and unable to pay me in 
consequence of his client, Mrs. Cass, failing to supply him 
with funds, and subsequently he petitioned the Court of 
Bankruptcy under the Private Arrangement Act, familiarly 
known as Lord Brougham’s Act, and in a schedule of his 
debts, verified on oath, he inserted me as a creditor for the 
full amount of these fees, By his solicitor he applied to me 
for my signature as an assenting creditor, and I signed ac- 
cordingly. I admit that Mrs. Cass did, on one occasion, 
leave at my chambers her cheque for £50, assigning as her 
reason for so doing that, as the plaintiff was a prisoner for 
debt, she preferred leaving it herself to transmitting it 
through his hands. 

I never ‘alleged I had a lien on the briefs and papers for 
fees.” Neither did the plaintiff remain three or four months 
in custody in consequence of the attachment. He was in 
custody for debt mouths before and at the time the attach- 
ment issued, and remained in custody for debt many months 
after the attachment was removed. Eventually he was ad- 
Judicated bankrupt by one of the registrars on his monthly 
Visitation, and under his bankruptcy obtained his liberty. 

Lincoln’s Inn, Jan, 31, Epw. B. Lovett, 








IRELAND. 


THE SPECIAL COMMISSION, 
The trials of the Fenian Sears are still going on; a 


new feature was to be found last week in the acquittal of a 

— The case against the accused (a person named 
ottrell, arrested in Birmingham), rested mainly on an in- 

former named Pettit, a conflict of evidence arose, and the 

jury, apparently, would not convict on the unsupported 
timony of an informer. 


Bar Wr. 

Mr. Isaac Butt, Q.C., commenting, in his address for the 
Prsoner Fottrell, on the testimony which had been adduced 
on the part of the Crown, called the special attention of the 
Jury to the fact that the case against the prisoner was made 
up ae, of the swearing of approvers. He said— 

“In this case they had no less than threo informers— 





Nagle, Warner, and Pettit, of whom he might say, parodying 
the famous lines— 
‘Three ’provers, in three distant places born— 

Clonmel, and Cork, and Lincoln did adorn. 

In cool effrontery the first surpassed, 

The next in recklessness—in both the last, 

The force of Satan could no further go— 

To make a third, he crushed the former two.’ ” 

The learned counsel took, doubtless, the idea of this parody 
from one made many years ago by O’Connell, in which the 
notion was worked out by making two well-known political 
partisans of the time—Colonels Verner and Percival—denude 
themselves of hirsute honours to furnish forth a third colonel 
also sitting on the same benches in the House of Commons— 
Colonel Sibthorp. 

THE Recorp oF TITLE AcT. 

We are compelled, from want of space, to postpone our 
notice of a very interesting discussion of this subject which 
took place at the meeting of the Statistical Society last 
week. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 

NoricE oF A PrivaTE CONTRACT CONTAINING AN APPLICA- 
TION OF THE COPYRIGHT BETWEEN ENGLAND AND 
FRANCE. 

Sir,—I send to be inserted in your columns a short notice 
of something which we are told has just occurred, and if the 
account we have received be correct, it is deserving of some 
interest on the part of your readers. We think it is of a 
nature to clear up some of the intricate questions ae 
from the interpretation of the international treaty conclud 
between England and France, in 1851, to regulate the inter: 
national copyright, which treaty was completed by supple: 
mentary concessions made by France in 1852 and 1865. 

M. Gounod, composer of the music of the opera of Faus#, 
and Messrs. Barbier & Carré, authors of the libretto, have 
just assigned, for suitable consideration, the exclusive copy- 
right of that work to Mr. Gye; manager of the Royal Italian 
Opera, Covent-garden, for the entire period fixed for the 
duration of an author's copyright in England. By that 
agreement between the parties, which they say took place on 
the 30th of December last, the protection afforded by the 
above treaty, to French as well as English authors, was 
carried into effect in favour of the former in such a manner 
as to form a precedent which we hope to see generally 
adopted in both countries. 

is private contract is an evidence of the intelligent and 
honourable manner in which Mr. Gye has interpreted the 
very spirit of the treaty, very much to the advantage of our 
countrymen; and we have no doubt that in future, in the 
law courts here, as well as in England, this —_ 
will be treated as a precedent, or at least a case deserving 


to be one. H. BEckER, ‘ 
Advocate at the Imperial Court of Paris. 


DEATH OF A JUDGE FROM HyDROPHOBIA. 
Last week M. Blondel, one of the judges of the Tribunal 
of Arbois, died from hydrophobia. The unfortunate 
entleman had been bitten two years since by one of 
1is dogs while out shooting, and some people have been 
silly enough to suppose that there is a connection between 
the two events, 


AMERICA. 
Rattway Contracts. 

A Philadelphia correspondent writes :—‘ The great rail. 
road case in the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, in which 
the Pennsylvania Railroad endeavours to annul various 
agreements between the Atlantic and Great Western and 
other roads, has not yet terminated, Counsel are sti 
arguing the case, and the trial, one of the most. impor- 
tant ever held in Philadelphia, attracts railroad men from 
all parts of the country. Arguments from counsel will 
probably be heard all this week, and the Court will scareely 
render a decision before the beginning of February. Sir 
Morton Peto and other English shareholders of the Atlantic 
and Great Western Company are represented by Robert J. 
Walker, Upon the erat denen a freight tratlic between 
the east oa west valued at 20,000,000 dollars a-year— 
something to fight for.” 
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PRUSSIA. 
Sir JoHn ELLIOT REDIVIVUS. 

Prussia, under William I., has just reached the stage arrived 
atin England in the memorable year 1628. The Supreme 
Court at Berlin has decided that members of the Prussian 
House of Deputiescan be called to account fortheir speechesin 
the Chamber. Why should they not be called to account? 
There is nothing against it but the brutwm fulmen of the con- 
stitution. It is a significant sign when the courts of law begin 
to take the part of the Government in its lawless enroachments. 
It shows men that there is no redress at law, and it teaches 
them to look for other remedies, which, in spite of profes- 
sorial subtlety, are nearly certain to be of a revolutionary 
eharacter. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATION. 
A Few REMARKS ON THE LAWS RELATING TO Docs.* 
The wonderful reason-like instincts of the canine race, are 
so well known and universally acknowledged, and the 
marvellous stories of their sagacity and attachment to man, 
so familiar to us from our earliest infancy, that it would be 
superfluous, on the present occasion, to dwell on the merits 
of this decus et tutamen of our household establishments. 
But sentiment must not blind us to the fact that, with all 
his admitted good qualities, the peculiar physical constitu- 
tion of the dog places him, in densely populous neighbour- 
hoods, in a position to be necessarily the subject of special 
legislation. The Acts for preventing cruelty to animals 
apply to them, and there is a series of enactments imposing 
ns and penalties for stealing them. By certain Acts, 
Me 3 Vict. c. 47, and 17 & 18 Vict. c. 60, the using dogs 
as beasts of draught is made an offence, punishable by a 
fine, not exceeding forty shillings for the first, and five 
pounds for the second and every subsequent occurrence. In 
the last session of Parliament an Act was passed (28 Vict. 
c. 50) applicable to Ireland exclusively, under which a 
license duty of two shillings per annum is made payable for 
every dog in the possession or custody of any person, under 
heavy penalties for having possession of unlicensed dogs. 
And in the same session of Parliament, by another Act 
(28 & 29 Vict. c. 60), the owner of a dog (including in that 
the occupier of premises in which the dog is kept or 
itted to live or remain) is declared to be liable in 
a for injury done to any cattle or sheep by his dog, 
without the plaintiff being obliged to show a previous mis- 
chievous propensity in such dog, or the owner’s knowledge 
of mischievous propensity, or that the injury was attributable 
to neglect on the sate of such owner : and the Acts relating to 
assessed taxes, whereby every person keeping a dog is made 
liable to a yearly duty of twelve shillings for every dog kept, 
may be quoted as a measure intended to discourage the in- 
discriminate harbouring of dogs, although, at the same time, 
this item forms no contemptible part of the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer’s budget, the amount under that head, for 
the years 1863-4, having been £215,730, paid on 359,550 
dogs in Great Britain, being in the rate of one dog to every 
sixty-six persons of the population. 
ithout attempting to derogate from the well and de- 
servedly-established reputation of dogs for sagacity, and we 
may add nobleness of character, it must be conceded that their 
multiplication in densely populated neighbourhoods, isa social 
evil of no small amount, avated as itis by the regularly 
recurring prevalence of that fatal and most dreadful of diseases, 
hydrophobia. It may be deemed by some rather a strong 
Measure to make it the duty of every police con- 
stable, in a town consisting of 5,000 inhabitants at least, 
to take into custody, and if need be to destroy, every dog 
found wandering about without an owner, but the evils of 
allowing unowned dogs to wander at large in crowded places 
are #0 fearful, that no one ought to object to a measure of 
precaution by which the dreadful consequence of dog bites 
may be avoided or mitigated, at the cost of some additional 
care on their = to have their dogs properly secured and 
attended, or the ownership denoted by an inscription on the 
collar. It is quite unnecessary, in this assemb y, to quote 
cases as to the necessity for proving previous ferocity to 





SA pe read before the Metropolitan and Provincial Law Asso- 
—_ Os gg last annual meeting, by Mr. Charles Augustin Smith, 
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the owner’s knowledge, as the basis cf an action for damages 
with reference to injury from a dog. 

The rule of law (which is in conformity to the Mosgie 
code in the 21st Chapter of Exodus, as to injuries from 
goring by an ox) is well known, but it is difficult to find gp, 

ments in favour of its continuance. Under the exist 

w, @ person injured by the bite of a dog has no remed; 
against the owner, unless the animal is to such owners 
knowledge ferocious, and accustomed to bite mankind; the 
effect of which is, that some one person must first suffer 
without remedy, from the unprovoked attack of any vicious 
animal, which an eccentric or reckless individual may choogg 
to pet, before any sufferer can claim redress. Under such 
circumstances the adjudged ferocity of a dog—on such 
second occasion—ought at least to have relation back to the 
first occurrence,* so as to give to the prior victim a title tg 
compensation as well as the lucky ¢ individual who may be 
fortunate enough to stand No. 2 on the roll of the wounded 
in a canine sortie. 

Now, in a matter corresponding as nearly as may be with 
the position of the dog, a different rule is observed, by which 
an injured person is provided by law with the means of 
redress. Ifa person, without any fault on his part, suffers 
injury from the negligence of a servant in the course of hig 
employment, the master of such servant is by law liable for 
damages in an action on the case, whether the servant was 
previously known to be negligent or no ; and the principle 
of such decision appears to be the trite but sound axion— 
qui facit per alium facit per se. The master, in employ: 
ing aservant, delegates to him a certain powert and autho. 
rity, and therewith, by the voluntary selection of his agent 
(of whose competency he is bound to satisfy himself), he 
virtually guarantees the public against any evil consequences 
arising from want of proper care in the exercise of such 
delegated functions. If the employée goes beyond the scope 
of his authority and wilfully commits an offence,§ he, being 
responsible for his own independent acts, is justly held to 
be individually liable, and the master is absolved ; other 
wise the startling consequence might result that the master, 
by the unauthorised acts of his servant, might become 
exposed to a prosecution for felony.|| If such be the case 
with a human instrument—the servant—why should not 
the employed or patronised brute attach to his master 
similar responsibility, and the axiom before quoted be ren- 
dered specifically applicable by the new reading of qui facit 
per canem facit per se. The analogy we have endeavoured 
to show as existing between a domestic animal and a servant 
is apparently affected by the circumstance that the latter is 
a responsible being, and therefore liable to punishment for 
any offence not included within the acknowledged liability 
of the master; but our argument is based on the assumption 
that the liability in question arises from the fact that for 
this purpose the servant must be considered as identical with 
the master, or merely his instrument, and is to be su 
as acting under his direction as much as if he were a limb of 
the master’s body ; and thus a dog, whose power of mischief 
derives its force from the nurture and harbour it receives 
from its owner, ought to be considered as acting under the 
direction and control of such owner, and the liability thence 
arising must cover the entire action of the animal, there 
being no residwum of self-will { and consequent responsibility 
in the animal’s case to be dealt with by the law in the way 
of punishment, either with a view to reformation of the 
offender, or the prevention of the offence. 

It would appear that the anomalies of the existing law, as 
regards the recovery of damages from the owner of a dog, are 
beginning to be felt and appreciated by the Legislature, asis 
shown by the Act before quoted relating to special injuries to 
cattle or mon and one is at a loss to understand why the 
immunities thereby attempted to be granted to owners 
of cattle or sheep should not be extended to the owners 
themselves, and other members of thé community, 
in the event of their being unfortunately the subjects 





® So it might, but the material point is the owner’s knowledge of 
such ferocity, and that may have been first acquired in consequence 
of the former bite.—Ep. 8S. J. . 

+ (?).—Ep. S.J, 

+ But he delegates no power to his dog.—Epb. S. J. 

§ This seems to be the analogy to the vicious dog.—Ep, S.J. 

§ We doubt this proposition, Even ifthe master were civilly liable 
for the malicious act of his servant, no principle, that we know < 
exists which would make him‘vriminally responsible without ac 
eomplicity.—Ep. 8. J. ft 

q{ Wo think most dog-breakers would give a different account 0 
this,—Ed. 4, J. 
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q cmnine attacks in person, instead of being merely 
ininred in pocket by the loss of their farming stock. 

These observations have hitherto been confined to dogs, but 
there does not og be any good reason why the same prin- 
ciple should not be extended to cats and other animals of a 

ic character. To carry these views into effect, a very 
short clause would suffice, which might be in the rg ve | 

:—‘Every person who, without fault on his part, shal 

miffer nal injury from the bite or attack of any animal, 
all be entitled to damages in respect of such injury, the 
game to be recovered by an action on the case against the 
owner of such animal, within six months after the cause of 
ytion shall have arisen.” 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Hilary Term, 1866. 

The final examination of articled clerks took place on the 
{éthand 17th ult., at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery-lane, London. 

The Examiners were Master Benett, Mr. Burton, Mr. 
(labon, Mr. Nelson, and Mr. Ouvry. 

Master Benett addressed the condidates as follows:— 

“Gentlemen,—You will have learned from the papers 
which you have before you the nature of the duties which 

have met here to discharge. There are fifteen questions 
ineach of the three great branches into whieh English law 
js divided, common law, conveyancing, and equity. In 
tach of these it is essential that you should pass a satisfac- 
examination. There are also questions in bankruptc 
criminal law, the answering of which is optional. Suc 
of you as can answer them should do so, for satisfactory 
aswers in these branches may make up for deficiencies in 
the other branches, and may also assist such as aspire to 
obtaining prizes or special marks of approbation from the 
examiners, The ordeal through which you have to pass is 
not a severe one. It is not our object to exclude from the 
profession which you seek to enter anybody possessed of 
ordinary ability, who has used the ordinary means of acquir- 
ing knowledge. In fact, we wish to exclude those only who 
ate utterly incompetent to discharge its duties. If you 
real the questions carefully and deliberately, and be certain 
that you understand them before attempting to answer 
them, I think there are very few among you who will not be 
able to answer them satisfactorily. You will then enter a 
weful and, if properly conducted, highly honourable pro- 
ion. It is a profession which I have been glad to see 
gradually rising in importance in the social scale. It isa 
profession which is now entered by men of liberal education, 
men of social position, and, above all, by men of honour- 
thle feeling. It is for you, and those who will come after 
to continue to raise the character of the profession. 
ou all enter it in order to obtain an honourable livelihood. 
Itis a most laudable object ; but it isnot the most important 
«nd which you should keep in view. It is not a figure of 
~~ when I say that I believe there is no body of men in 
he world possessed of greater powers of doing good or in- 
ficting evil on their fellow men than the English attorneys. 
It will be for you to choose the former, and resist temptations 
todo the latter ; for these powers are accompanied [ great 
temptations. Never foster litigation. Cultivate at all 
times feelings of kindness and benevolence towards your 
thes, in as well as zeal for your employers. Above all 
in any advice you may give, never be influenced by 
ay consideration of your own advantage. Honesty is the 
policy, Itis a trite saying, but it is one which cannot 
be too often repeated. Honesty is the best policy—and, I 
believe, would be the best policy even if the attainment of 
wealth were the only object of this life. But act on 
this principle, and if you fail to attain wealth you will re- 
tive your reward in finishing your course here with the 
satisfaction that you have done your duty to others. You 
Will leave behind you that best of all inheritances—a 1 
mame; and, if I may be permitted to say so, you will, by 
§ mercy, be more fitted for a purer state of existence 
ereafter, 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
At the meeting held at the Law Institution, on Tuesday, 
the 80th ult., Mr. John Peachey, jun., in the chair, the fol- 
uestion was discussed :—‘‘Is a principal liable for 
the: sudulent misrepresentations of his agent, made without 
Principal's knowledge, to induce a third person to enter 


into.a contract by which such person has sustained damage ?” 


Udell v. Atherton, 7 Jur. N. 8. 777; Cornfoot v. Fowke,. 
6 M. & W. 858. 

The question was opened by Mr. J. Bradford, LL.B., on 
the affirmative side, and by Mr. Lawson on the negative 
side, and upon being ultimately put by the president, was 
decided in the negative. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting, held on the 31st January, at the Whitting- 
ton Club, Mr. Colyer in the chair, it was moved by Mr. S. 
W. Drummond—‘ That barristers should have the power to 
recover their fees, and should be liable for negligence.” Mr. 
C. O. Harbin opposed the motion, which was eventually 





lost. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE FINAL EXAMI. 
NATION. 


Hilary Term, 1866. 


Names of Candidates. 
Arthy, Robt. Wm. 
Barratt, James 
Barry, Edwd. Scott Butler... 
Beck, John Grant, B.A....... 


Best, Herbert 

Blunt, Geo. Henry 
Bothamley, Hy. Harper, B.A. 
Bowen, G 

Burkill, Thos. Fowler 

Burr, Edwd. Thos. ........... ° 


Bythway, Edwd. ..........00... 


Carr, Robt. Perry.......... ndoea 
Cartmell, Studholme 


Clark, Jno. Nathaniel 
Clutterbuck, Richd. Henry . 
Cole, Herbert Henchman ... 
Cornford, James .. 

Crewe, Wm. Outram 
Daintrey, Geo. ....00.....0.00008 
Daniels, Thos. Isaac 
Delmar, Chas. 

Downham, Thos. Morris 
Eaton, Geo. Henry 

Emmet, Geo. Nelson, jun. ... 
Evans, Daniel John 


see eeereesee 


Foyster, John Asher ......... 
Freeborn, Geo. .cscvc..s...sse0ee 
French, Daniel O'Connell ... 
Froggatt, Edward 


Frudd, Edmund Bewley 


Gibson, Wm. Admiral 

Glennie, Wm. Hobson, B.A. 

Goule, Spencer Yarker 

Hammond, Thos. Francis 
jae share tate 

Hampson, Francis 

Harper, Thos. Etheirdge 

Harrison, Alfred 

Harting, Jas, Edmd. Fother- 
ingham 

Hensman, Henry Peach ...... 

Hughes, Francis 

Hughes, Theodore Chas. ..... 

Hunt, Alfred Henry ....... 

Hunter, Chas. Jas. .........00 

Jeffes, Thos, Edward 

Jenkins, Wm., jun. ............ 

Jones, David Richard 

Jones, Henry John ...........5 


Jordan, Barrett Price 

Keays, Fredk. Lovell ......... 
Helly, Henry 
Kenwick, Geo. v.00 ceeeees 


aeeeeee Pr eee 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 

Wm. Ayton Arthy. 

Thos. Heelis. 

Thos; Lyde. 

Admitted as an Attorney in 
Hilary Term, 1847. 

Lawrence P. Rowley. 

Wn. Freer. 

Thos, Hilton Bothamley. 

Thos. Attwood. 

Thos. Crust. 

Frederick Thos, 
Richard Stott. 

John Bury; Thomas, P. 
Cutliffe. 

John Henry ©, Coles. 

John Nanson; Edward W. 
James. 

John Clark. 

Geo. Watson. 

Arthur Preston. 

Alfred Benj. Carpenter. 

Robt. Wm. Litchfield. 

Arthur Daintrey. 

Thos. Daniels. 

Stephen Sanderson. 

Geo. Lloyd. 

Wm. Eaton. 

Geo. Nelson Emmet. 

Richd. Henry Peacock ; Jas. 
Eaton Evans. 

Wm. Foyster. 

Chas. Harper. 

John Yates ; Alfred Anstie. 

John Froggatt; Chas. P. 
Allen. 

ney Marshall ; Wm. Shep- 


erd. 
Chas. Reginald Gibson. 
Walter Saml. T. Sandilands. 
Henry Consett Passman. 


Barnard P. Broomhead. 
Joseph Eltoft. 

John Norman Keighley. 
Thos, Harrison, jun. 


Veley ; 


Jas. Vincent Harting. 

John Hensman. 

Seneca Hughes. 

Hugh Hughes. 

North Surridge. 

Thos, Spooner. 

Wm. Martin Hazard. 

Geo. J rg! Jenkins. 

Wm. Henry Thomas. 

Wm. P. Kell; Nathal. P. 
Kell; Chas. She ‘ 

Edwd, Evans. tea 

Fredk. Keays. 

Fras, Coham Kelly. 

Wm Jones; Thomas Henry 
Williams, 
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Name of Candidate, 
Kitson, Jno. Lane..........cc00« 
Lake, Fredk. Arthur ..u...... 
Lawton, Thos, ........00 
Leonard, Henry Selfe 
Lethbridge, Christopher 
McKenzie, Alex. Geo., jun... 
Maltby, Wm., jum. .......+... 
Mann, Thos. Glaisb 
Marcy, Geo. Nicho oo 


Marriott, Richard........ 
Marshall, Robt. Williams ... 


Mason, Richd. Smith 
Mellersh, Wm. Henry 
Millard, Geo. Williams 
Monkhouse, Jno. Cory 
Noton, Thos. jun. 


Paterson, John Yates, B.A. 
Paul; Robt. Macleane, B.A. 
Peppercorn, Walter.......0.... 


Pickford, Fras. Newbold 
Powys, Arthur Vere Archer 
Pratt, Fredk. Rogers 
Preston, Chas. Sansome 
Price, Jno. Edwards 

Rice, Samuel Anthony 
Riddiford, Geo. Francis 
Rising, Thos. Alfred..........+ 
Robinson, Arthur Whitworth 
Rogers, J. C. Frampton W. 
PUREE, AEOD, .nssteorecononseacinnt 
Rowntree, Joshua 

Salmon, Chas. Edwd. ......... 
Salusbury, Wm. Llewellyn... 
Samson, Harry 

Sanderson, Aymor Holloway 


Shapland, Arden Avery 
Shipton, TNO « cévieeuen¥sis se 
Smith, Chas. Brown 

Square, Elliot .............00e 


Stenning, Herbert Edward... 
Stevenson, Ralph A., B.A. 


Sutcliffe, Thos. 

Tasker, Robt. Talbot 

EFI, SOMION scssciedinnpddence 

Thomas, Robert 

Tomkinson, Taylor Hughes, 

Turner, Roger 

Twist, Geo. Francis 

Tyrrell, Edwin 

Vining, Reginald 

Wainewright, Wm. Stutzer 

Waite, Chas. Michael 

Weston, Astley Saml., B.A. 

Whitbread, Wm. Josselyn... 

Whitehouse, Ernest Fredc., 
jun. ; 

Whittington, Robt. Esbury 

WEMEIO, TUOD. sccossrocceciccs. 


Winder, Thos. Hall 
Wright, Albert Tomlinson... 


Young, Thos. Pallister, LL.B. 


To whom articled, assigned, &c. 

John Kitson. 

Archibald Scott Lawson. 

Thos. Heath. 

Wilberforce Leonard. 

John Christopher Lethbridge. 

Wn. Snowball. 

Henry C. Stenton. 

John Waddington Mann. 

Robt. Hy. Whitcombe; Geo. 
gy 

Robt. Henry. Speed; John 
Gwynne. 

Wm. Marshall; Arthur 
Wright. 

Henry Beaumont. 

Edwd. Thos. Brydges 

Geo. Millard. 

Robt. Armitstead. 

Thos. F. Chorley ; 
Scott. 

Wm. Jas. Paterson. 

Phillip Protheroe Smith. 

Edwd. B. Jennings; John 
Hawkins. 

Alfred Grundy. 

Bransby Wm. Powys. 

Nathaniel T. Lawrence. 

Geo. Jas. Robinson. 

John Griffiths Trennery. 

Wm. Burgon. 

Robt. Wilton. 

Chas, Cory. 

John Watson. 

Jas. & Chas. Rogers. 

Thos. Acres Curtis. 

David Russell. 

Wm. Salmon. 

Matthew F. Blakiston. 

Wm. Newton. 

Andrew Phillips; John A. 
Sharp. 

Jas. Watson Jewitt. 

John Hallewell. 

Chas. Corser. 

Joseph Elliot Square; John 
Shelley. 

Benj. Stenning 

John A. Stevenson; Chas. 
Sedgley 

Wm. Stott. 

F. Talbot. ; F. T, Tasker 

Thos. Fisher. 

Edwd. Johnson. 


John 


Fredc. Wm. Tomkinson. 
Henry Gray Brydone. 
John Brown Twist. 

Henry Tyrrel. 

Jas. Tally Vining 

Robt. Arnold Wainewrigh. 
Thos. Phillips Waite. 
John Gwynne James. 
John Crabtree. 


Walter Canning. 
John Stringer Falkner. 
Thos. Robinson; Fras. F. 


earson, 
Jas, Winder ; Robt. Winder. 
Peter Wright: Murray M. 
Johnson, 
Thos. Young. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, HILARY TERM, 1866. 
‘ Fina EXAMINATION, 
The examiners have recommended the honing gentle- 
" 


men, under the age of 26, as being entitled to 


distinction:— 


onorary 


_* DANIEL O’CosseLL Frencu, Yates, Son, & Martin, 
Liverpool ; Loftus, Vizard, Crowder, & Anstie, London. 





* The names of the clerks are 


ven in small capitals, those of the 


firms to which they served their clerkships in ordinary Roman type. 





—————= 

CuHartEs EpwarD SALMoNn, William Salmon, Bury gt, 
Edmund’s. 

Grorce Nicuors Marcey, Marcey & Whitcombe, 
Bewdley ; George Marcey, Wellington, Salop ; Church, 
Prior, & Bigg, London. 

Tuomas Francis Riper HAamMonp, Barnard Platts 
Broomhead, Sheffield ; Charles Fiddey, London. 

Henry SeLFre Lronarp, Abbot & Leonard, Bristg. 
Jones, Blaxland, & Jones, London. - 

GeorGcE Francis RippiFrorp, Wilton & Son, Gloucester: 
Hayes, Twisden, Parker, & Co., London. . 

OGER TURNER, Henry Gray Brydone, Petworth, Sussex, 

Joun Cory Monxnovse, Rushton and Armistead, Bolton. 
le-Moors ; N. C. & C. Milne, London. 

The Council of the Incoporated Law Society have accord. 
ingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

o Mr. Frencu, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s-inn. 

To Mr. SALMoy, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s-inn. 

To Mr. Marcy, Mr. Hammonn, Mr. LEonarp, Mr. Rimpy. 
FORD, Mr. TURNER, and Mr. MONKHOUSE, one of the prizes. 
of the Incorporated Law Society each. 

The following candidates, under the age of 26, whose 
names are placed in alphabetical order, passed examinations 
which entitle them to commendation :— 

Epwarp ByTuway, Bury & Sudlow, Manchester; Cun. 
liffe & Leaf, Manchester. 

STtuDHOLME CARTMELL, John Nanson, Carlisle ; James & 
Curtis, London. 

Witiram Outram Crewe, Robert William Litchfield, 
Newcastle, Staffordshire. 

Grorce Darntrey, Arthur Daintrey, Petworth. 

Grorce Henry Eaton, W. & C. E. Eaton, Liverpool. 

Tuomas Epwarp JEFFeEs, W. M. & T. Hazard, Harleston, 
Norfolk. 

FreDERICcK Lovett Keays, Fisher & Keays, London, 

Tuomas Lawron, E. Heath & Sons, Manchester. 

Tuomas Norton, Jun., Thomas Fearncombe Chorley, 
London ; John Scott, London. 

ARTHUR VERE ARCHER Powys, Bransby William Powys, 
London. 

CHARLES SANSOME PrEsToN, Robinson & Preston, London 

Aymor Hottoway Sanperson, Andrew Phillips, Shiff- 
nal; Hollings, Sharp, & Ullithorne, London. 

THOMAS Peres th Youne, LL.B., Young & Plews, 
London. 

The council have accordingly awarded them certificates of 
merit. 

The answers of the following candidates were highly 
satisfactory, and would have entitled them to or 
certificates of merit if they had not been above the age of 
26 :— 

Ricuarp Henry CLuTreRBUCK. 

Taytok Hueues Tomkrnson, B.A. 

ARTHUR WHITWORTH Rosrtnson. 

Tuomas ETHERIDGE HARPER. 

Number of candidates examined, 114; passed, 111; post- 
poned, 3. 

CALLS TO THE BAR. 
Hilary Term, 1866. 

Herbert Newman Mozley, L. I., hon. certif. 

Robert Swan, M. T., hon. certif. 

By Lincoln’s Inn.-—Thomas Brassey, Samuel Dickenson, 
Thomas Frederick Kirby, Jackson Hunt, Byam Martin 
Davies, Charles Browning, Lancelot Shadwell, Edward 
Brodie Cooper, Edmund Salwey Ford, David Francis Aherne, 
Charles Walter Campion, Benjamin Kisch, Edward William 
Brabrook, Henry Francis Purcell, and John Higgens Allen, 


Esqs. 

b the Inner Temple.—Adolphus William Ward, Huges- 
sen Edward Knatchbull, Frederick Popham Pike, William 
Pollard Pattison, Richard Bagwell, James Penrose Ingham, 
Daniel Chauncy Beale, Octavius Leigh Clare, Henry James 
Burford Hancock, John Barber, Maurice Barnard Byles, 
Cornelious Willoughby Huddleston Fryer, James Thompson 
Erskine Regan, George Gordon Brodie, and Thomas James 
Waddingham, Esgrs.; the Hon, Charles Douglas Richard 
Hanbury Tracy, M.P., and the Hon. James Archibald Home, 

By the Middle Temple.—Edward Tyrrell Leith, William 
James Reid Hosack, Richard Milne Redhead, Edward Loughlin 
O'Malley, Joseph Miller Harrington, Henry Edmondstone 


Medlicott, Eugene Serrett, Theodore Thomas Ford, William 
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, Patrick Keon, W. H. L. Cox, and William Jar- 


s. 
a as Inn.—Major Edward Henry Power, Madras 


Corps. 
JAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Mr. H. Be on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 


Monday, Feb. 


Mr. R. ht SmiTH, 


on Conveyancing, Friday, 


Feb. 9. 
LAW CLASSES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Hours oF ATTENDANCE. 
Elementary classes, 4.30 to 5.30 p.m. 


Advanced i 


5.30 to 6.30 p.m. 


Mr, W. Marxsy on Common Law— 
Monday, Feb. 5, elsss B, ae and advanced. 


Thursday ,, 8, ” 


Mr. M. H. Cookson on in 


Tuesday, Feb. 6, class B. 
Friday ” 9, ” 


ty 
elementary and advanced. 


”? ” 


Mr. A. BAILEY on ate anci 


Wednesay, Feb. 7, class 


. elementary and advanced. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY, 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Whereas by the 5th of the Consolidated Orders of the 
High Court of Chanceay, rule 4, article 1, it is provided 
that the Easter Vacation is to commence and terminate on 


such days as the Lord Chancellor shall eve 
Now I do hereby order that the Easter 


direct : 


year specially 
acation 


for the _— year shall commence on Thursday, the 29th 


day of 


farch next, and terminate on Saturday, the 7th day 


of April next, both days inclusive ; and that this Order be 
entered and set up in the several offices of this court. 


(Signed) 


CranwortH, C. 


CHANCERY SITTINGS. 
AFrrer Hitary Term, 1866. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 
The First Seal.— 
Thurs. Feb. 8 App. mtns. & apps. 
Friday...... 9..Petns. & appeals. 
Saturday ..10 
Monday ....12 > Appeals. 
Tuesday ....! 
Wednesday 14 ng in bkey. & 
The: Second Seal.— 
Thursday .. om App. mtns.& apps. 


Friday...... ¥ 
Monday ....19 ¢ APPeals. 
Tuesday ..20 

Wednesday 21 f Apps. in bkey. & 


apps. 

The Third Seal.— 
Thursday ..22 App. mtns. & apps. 
Friday ....23 
Saturday ..24 
Monday ....26 ( APPeals. 


Yv00 27 
Wednesday 28 saep in bkey. & 
ps 
The Fourth Seal.— 


Thurs. Mar, 1 
App. mtns, & apps. 
Tiday .... 2 ” ” 
ae hae Appeals. 
Tuesday .. 6 ‘i 
Apps. in bke 
Wednesday . 7 sae. “b 
The Fifth Seal.— 
App. mtns, & apps. 





The Sixth Seal.— 


> Abed App. mtns, & apps. 


Wi Apps. in bkey, & 
ednesday. . “i apps. 


gel? 
Monday’,,719 ¢ Appeals. 


Y +0420, 


Wednesday. .21 {Qe in bkey, & 





The SeventhSeal-- 
Thursday ..22 { App. mtns. & apps. 
Friday ....23..Petitionsand apps. 
Saturday ..24.. Appeals. 


N.B,—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
of Lords are excepted. 
MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 
The First Seal.— 
Thurs. Feb. 8 Mtns, & gen. pa, 
Friday .... 9..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..10{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday ....13 > General paper. 
Wednesday .14 en de 
ne Second Seal.— 
Thursday ws fies & gen. pa. 
Friday......16,.General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..17{ adj. psooe and 
general paper. 
Monday ....19 


Tuesday... ‘a General paper. 


Wednesday .21 inst hid eal 
he Third _ 
Thursday +92 anes & gen. pa. 
Friday......23,. General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..24{ adj. hoe and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 


Tuesday .. a General paper. 


Wednesday 2 wi veusitl Gait 
@ Fourt — 
Thurs. Mar. Ro & gen. papr. 
Friday ..... 2,.General paper, 
Petns., sht. caus. 
Saturday .. 3% adj. ae and 
general paper. 
Monday .+.. 5 


Tuesday.... H General paper, 


The Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday 8 Mtns. & gen. pa. 


Friday .... 9..General Paper, 





Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..10{ adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....12 
Tu 


esday oat General paper. 
Wednesday ! 
The Sixth Seal.— 


Thursday wl | ots cs 
Friday .... 16..General paper, 
Petns., sht. caus., 


Saturday wa} at sums., and 
meral paper. 
Monday .... 


Tuesday . 20} ener paper. 
esday 2 


i TheSeventh Seal. 
Thursday ..22 { Stns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....23..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..24{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard. 


LORDS JUSTICES. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 
The First Seal.— 
Thurs, Feb. 8 App. mtns. & apps. 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Friday...... 9, app. petns., and 
apps. 
Saturday =i aro 


gen. pa. 


Monday ....12 
Tuesday ....13 
Wednesday..14 
Thursday ..15 App. mins. & apps. 

in lunacy, 
a. ” petns., and 
apps. 


Friday .... 16 


Saturday . 

Monday .... 19 

Tuesday .. 

Wednesday, m1 

Thursday ..22 is Third Seal. 


M The Second Seal.— 


Appeals. 


Aop. mtns. & apps. 
etns. in lunacy, 
app. petns, and 


Saturday ..24 
Monday ....26 Appeals. 


Friday.....+23 


Tuesday ....27 
Wednesday .28 Thee 
e Fou — 
Thurs. Mar. 1 App. mtns, & apps. 
Petitns. in lunacy, 
Friday .... 2{ app. petns., and 
Pp. 
Saturday .. 3 
Monday .... 4 
Tuesday .. 
si swag 
The Fifth Seal.— 
App. mtns, & apps. 
Ptns, in lunacy, 
Friday .... 9, app. ptns., and 
apps. 
Saturday ..10 
Monday ....12 


Tuesday ....13 
Wednesday 14 


Thursday ..15 


J Appeals. 


The Sixth Seal.— 
App. mtns. & apps. 
} Petns. in lunacy, 
Friday......16{ app. ptns., and 
apps. 


setae | 
onday ....19 
Tuesday....20 Appeals. 
Wednesday .2i were — 
eSeventh a 
Thursday ..22 { App. mtns, & apps. 
Petitns. in lunacy, 
Friday ....23{app. petns., and 


apps. 
Saturday ..24,. Appeals, 
Notics.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! be 
e in the Full Court, or at 
the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted. 


V. C. Sin R. T. KINDERSLEY. 
Lincoln's Inn. 
The First Seal.— 
Mtns., adj. sums., 
+ gen. eT 
tns., adj. sums. 
Friday. ..svs 9 & general paper. ° 


Thurs. Feb, 8 





Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..10 
sums., & le 
Monday “a on” ae 
‘uesday ....13 > General '. 
Wednesday. .14 ae 
Seal.— 


The Second 
Thursday ws Mine, a8 adj. sums., 


‘ Piss, ro. sums, 
Friday......16 & general paper. 


Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..17 sums., & gen. pa. 
penta on-a0 


Tuesday .... General paper. 
Wednesday 2 20} 
Third Seal.— 


The 
Thursday ..22 Padget = sums., 
-F gen. Pai 
tns., adj. sums. 
Friday......23 & gene Ses: paver,” 
t. causes, ° 
Saturday .. 24 
sums., & . pa. 
Monday .,...26 eee: 


Tuesday ..27> General paper. 


Wednesday. .28 ) 

( The Fourth Seal.— 
Thurs. Mar. 14 Mtns., adj. sums., 
| & gen. pa. 

Petns., adj. sums., 
& general paper. 
Sht. causes, adj. 
sums., & gen. pa. 


Friday....+. 2 


Saturday .. 3 


Monday .... 5) 
Tuesday .... 6} General paper. 


Wednesday. . 7) , 

‘The Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday .. 84 Mtns., adj. sums., 
Friday +++ 9}_ 


Saturday ..10 


Monday ....i 
Tuesday ....13 > General paper. 


Wednesday 44 a} 
le Sixth Seal.— 








Thursday ..15{ Mtns., adj. sums., 
& gen. Pi 


ary pT Peper 
Sht. causes, . 
Saturday ..17} soms, ,& gen. pa. 
Monday . “belt 

Tuesday .. General paper. 


Wednesday 2 
The SeventhSeal— 
Thursday ..22 pa adj. sums., 
& general 


paper. 
Ptns., adj. sums., 
& general paper. 
Saturday ..24 hen od = 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must ba 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


V. C. Sin JOHN STUART. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


The First Seal.— 
Thurs. Feb. 8} \itns. and causes. 
Friday .... 9.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..10..Sht. causes & caus. 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday... na} Causes. 


Wednesday 14 : 

Thursday ..15 Laealipaeeen? 
Friday......16.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..17..Sht.causes& caus. 
Monday ....19 

Tuesday....20 > Causes, 


Weduesday 21 wae ein Goin 

: ‘ e Seal.— 
Thursday ..22 { Mtns. and causes, 
Friday ....23.. Ptns. & caus. 
Saturday ..24..Sht. caus. & caus, 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday ....27 } Causes, 
Wednesday .28 saad 

e Fourth Seal.—- 

Thurs. Mar. 1 { irene and causes, 
Friday...... 2..Petitions & causes. 
- 3..Sht.causes & caus. 
3 


Friday 0038 f 


Monday ... ee 
Tu oe 6 Causes. 


Wednesday . 7 te & 
e Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday .. 8 { iitas. and causes. 
. 9.. Petitions & causes, 
*TOLLSht. causes & caus. 


ae 
Causes. 


Wednesday ld res 
Thursday ,,15 { oe ae ame.” 
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Friday ....16..Petitions & causes. 

Saturday ..17..Sht. causes & caus. 

Monday ....19 

Tuesday ....20 } Cunses, 

Wednesday. .21 Monday ....26 

Thursday ..22 { TheSeventh Seal— Tuesday ....27 > General paper. 
bites ons eat ones. Wednesday 28 “e sin 

Friday ....23..Petitions & causes. ‘ourth _ 

Saturday ..24..Sht.causes& caus. | 724°% Mar. 1) Mens. & gen. pa. 

Friday .... 2..General paper. 


N.B.—Any causes intended to be fee sht. caus., 
heard as short causes must be Saturday .. 3{adj. sums., and 
so marked at least one clear day general paper, 
before the same can be put in the Monday .... 5 
paper to be so heard. Tuesday .... 6 } General paper. 

te mm, a for decree, =, Wednesday. . The Fifth Seal 

er consideration, except by e t _ 
P Thursday .. 8 | iene. & gen. pa. 


order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over, if it shall | Friday .... 9..General paper. 
Ptns., sht. cans., 


be within 12 of the last cause or 
matter in the printed paper of the | Saturday ..102adj. sums., and 
i general paper. 


day for hearing. 
V. C. Sim W, P. WOOD. 


Lincoln’s Inn. Wednesday. .14 


i a The Sixth Seal.— 
Thurs. Feb. 8 thy gen Thursday ..15 Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 9..General paper. Friday ....16,.General paper. 


Friday......23..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 

Saturday ..24 {aa and 
general paper. 


Monday ....12 


Tuesday ... “3 General paper. 


anata 
the Council. We never, however, received any Communication, 
either directly or indirectly, on the subject. 


Jan. 18, 1866. 


Henry Burrerwortu & Co, 
RIcHARD STEVENS & Sons, 


SuppEN Dgatx or A Soxicrror.—We regret to have tg 
announee the death of Mr. Councillor Wright, solicitor, of Don. 


caster, and one of the coroners 


for the West Riding of York. 


shire. Mr. Wright — to be in his usual health up to 
inst., 


Friday morning the 


but whilst reading the ne 


at breakfast, he was seized with a sudden attack of illness, My, 
Lister, surgeon, was immediately sent for, but before he could 


arrive Mr. 


right had a fit, and died almost immediately. Thg 


sad event has cast quite a gloom over the town, where the 
deceased gentleman was highly respected by all classes of his 
fellow townsmen. He took a very active part in the 

ment of the municipal affairs of the town, and was put jp 
nomination last November for the office of mayor, only f i 


his election by one vote. He 


was the hon. secretary of the 


Sheffield Inundation Committee formed in Doncaster for the 
relief of the sufferers from that calamity, and always took a lively 
interest in all objects of a benevolent character.—Mancheste 


Courier. 


The istrates of the North Riding of Yorkshire, following 


Petns., sht. causes 
Saturday ..10{ adj. Dayar and 
general paper. 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday ....13 } General paper. 


Wednesday 4 RE 
e _ 
Thursday ool fees pa. 
Friday......16..General paper. 
-» Sht. caus., 
Saturday ..17 4 adj. a. and 
general paper. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ...20} General paper. 
Wednesday .21 


The Third Seal.— 
Thureday ..22 { Stns. & gen. pa. 





Ptns., sht, caus., 
Saturday .. 17{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 > General paper. 
Wedn-sday. .21 Se » Seat 
TheSevent — 
Thursday ..22 Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....23,,General paper. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..24{adj. sums, and 
general paper. 
N.B.—Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be 
so marked at least one clear day 
before the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 


COMMON PLEAS. 


the example set by various courts of quarter sessions, have ex. 
tended their order prohibiting the removal of cattle within the 
riding to “sheep, lambs, goats, and swine,” and also to raw hides, 
and to the skin and offal of the animals. 


We have reason to believe that the statement of the Sw 


Gazette, that the Reform Bill will not be brought forward 
after Easter, is correct.—Pall Mall Gazette. 


The Record states that the legal proceedings which have had 
the effect of stopping the “ Sunday Meter por the People” at 
St. Martin’s Hall, are not promoted by the Lord’s Day Society, 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK, 


Last Quorartion, February 1, 1866. 


This Court will, on Monday the 5th, Tuesday the 6th, 
Friday the 9th, Saturday the 10th, and Monday the 12th 
days of February, hold sittings, and will proceed in dis- 
posing of the cases of Kynnaird v. Leslie, and Seagrave v. 
The Union Marine Inswrance Company, standing in the new 
trial paper, and of the cases in the special paper of the 
court. And this Court will also hold a sitting on Monday, 
the 26th day of February, to give judgment in the cases 
_ will then be standing over for the consideration of the 

urt, 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 

This Court will hold sittings on Wednesday the 7th, 
Thursday the 8th, and Friday the 9th days of February, 
and will at such sittings proceed in disposing of the business 
then pending in the paper of new trials and in the special 

aper ; and will also hold a sitting on Monday, the 26th 

y of February, and will, on the said 26th day of February, 
proceed in giving judgment in matters then standing for 
judgment. 


Law Reportinc.—The following appeared in the Bookseller 
of the 1st inst. :— 

To the Editor of the Bookseller. 

Sir,—In the number of the Bookseller for December, 1865, ap- 

an article on Law Reporting, in which the following 
Observation occurs :— Orevtures made to the Law Publishers 
were rejected.” This is incorrect, but no doubt was founded on 
& statement which appeared in a recent circular, issued and 
widely distributed by the Council for Law Reporting, as 
follows :— 

“The Council, as representing the profession in a matter of 
public concern, were anxious to receive, and hoped that they 
might have received, some offer from the London Law Pub- 
lishers; they, however, decided for themselves that their interests 
required them to oppose rather than assist the Council. The 
Council very much regretted, and still very much regret, this 
decision ; but they had no power to influence or change it.” 

Any statement that the Law Publishers had decided rather to 
oppose than assist the Council would, if allowed to stand uncon- 
tradicted, no doubt operate seriously to our prejudice; and we 
therefore beg, on our own behalf, to deny in the most unqualified 
manner that we ever came to such decision, and that, without 
further comment, we can only say that up to the time at which 
the Council invited our reporters to join the scheme, we were in 
daily expectation of receiving some proposal from them, or, at 
least, an invitation that they were ed to receive one from 
us; and, in either case, we should have gladly co-operated with 





(From the Oficial List of the 


actual business transacted.) 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


8 per Cent, Consols, 864 
Ditto for Account, Feb. 8—86 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 

New 3 per Cent., 864 

Do, 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 — 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 — 
Do. § per Cent., Jan. ’73 — 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 


Annuities, April, 85, —13~—13—16 

Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 

Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. 3 dis 

Ditto, £500, Do, 3 dis 

Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. 3 dis 

Bank of England Stock, 5} per 
Ct. (last half-year) 245 

Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stock, 104 p Ct. Apr. ’74 — 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 70, 102§ 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 102g 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 





Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. — 


Ind. Enf. Pr., 4pC., Jan. 72 
Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79, — 
Ditto Debentures, per Cent. 


. 64 — 

Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’66, — 
Do. Bonds,4 per Ct.,£1000, —pm 
Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 14 pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 
Railways. 
Bristol and Exeter ...... eebecabes enccesceseocess 
Tihetnint 





. |Closing Prices. 








Glasgow and South-Western . 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* 1 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western— Origi 
Do., West Midland—Oxford... . 
mee by val | 








5 do. ford 

Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London and Blackwall 
London, Brighton, and South Coast. 

ndon, Chatham, and Dover 
London and North-Western. 
London and South-Western . 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln.. 


sietrop 

Do., New, 
7 2 rmingham and Derb, 

.y Bi an rby 

North British ...... geocovesearerccoooccoceeocnses 
North London cooees 

Do., 186 
North Staffordshi 
Scottish Central 
South Devon ...... 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale 

Do., C 
Vale of Neath 
West Cornwall 
* A reseives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
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Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
If panic is not a fait accompli by this time, it is, at all events, 
an impression. Fortunately, however, the evil has been 
greatly blunted by the numerous i the dail 
the late 


@ nul given 
on increase of public companies, as we! 


the impossibility of the Bank of England gi such a 
feditious aapeit to speculations as she used prior to the Bank 
1844, 


of 1844. 
= the last few days the recent monetary pressure became 
still more aggravated, and, less some causes, which no 
qe at present anticipates, come into immediate and very active 

ion, the — is likely to continue, if not to increase. 

however, the pressure has been of gradual growth, we think 
that it is not likely to be attended with the sudden and hu 

failures which the periodical ics used to produce in the old 

times, when free trade in “note issues enabled all the un- 

incipled and unskilful bankers throughout the kingdom to 

disasters on themselves and the public. ere is 

en, but not exactly panic, nor do we apprehend that 

Beslan will increase very much beyond its present propor- 


tions. 

The general demand for money, however, is increasing, and 
much uneasiness prevails in consequence of recent discoveries of 
the prevalent modes of financeering. The applications for dis- 
count at the Bank have been numerous, and in the Stock Ex- 
change the pressure of the half-monthly settlement on Wednes- 

caused an active inquiry for loans, the rates paid in the case 
ign securities being from 7 to9 percent. Between 7 and 8 
cent. has been the rate for advances on Government securi- 


The decline in all the markets continues to progress. The last 
tion of Consols is 86}, which shows a fart er fall of }; in 
“la especially Spanish passives, there has been a 
The pone meeting of the Joint Stock Discount Company 
took place on Wednesday. Although the nominal profits show 
an available total of £26,169, not only has no dividend been de- 
dared, but a call of £5 per share has made. This company 
miffered much from the disastrous failure of the Leeds Banki 
Company, and still more recently from the embarrassments of 
Overend, Watson, & Co. 

Subsequently to the meeting, however, there was less discou- 
tagement eeing the state of the concern’s prospect, and the 
shares, which are said to have been recently Sis sed of on a 

scale by some well-informed speculators, rallied by 3, the 

A eer ee eS - Td 

ritish and Irish Magnetic Telegraph Company have de- 
dared a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum, for the 


past half-year. 

The hs of the Universal Marine Insurance Company,"to be 
presented on the 8th inst., shows that an excess of expenditure 
Over income of £20,319, has taken place, which has de- 
Sopot out of capital, but that the amount of risks outstanding 
om the 81st December, was nearly a million less than at the cor- 


apeins date of last year. 
Contract Corporation Company threatens to come to 
, and shareholders to be desirous of transferring their shares 
than they took them. The directors are seeking to prevent 
the shares of solvent parties being transferred to insolvent 
assignees, in order to rescue the transferors from liability. The 
al of directors to prevent transfers of this kind was ed 
the Court of Exchequer on Wednesday last, and on 
Thursday the Lord Chief Baron, conceiving the point involved 
to be one of ent difficulty, directed the matter to be brought 
before the Court in the shape of a special case for its opinion. 
His Lordship considers that tors have the power to dispute ; 
but Mr. Baron Martin is of the contrary opinion, and considers 
such a restraint on transfers would prevent the promotion of 
companies altogether. We think that as the Act of 1862 re- 
the transferor from all liabilities after the — of a year 
from the date of transfer, it necessarily follows that he may 
to a man of straw, or else he never would be released from 
» Which is inconsistent with the Acts limiting his liability 


toa 
Law Lire InsurANcE Socrery. 
The ordinary half-yearly meeting of pr ogpumnad of this _com- 
pany was held yesterday at the offices of the company, in Fleet- 
Hed Mr. C. k Turner, Master of the Court of Queen’s Bench, 


chair. 
The usual formalities at such meetings having been ob- 


J 

The CHAIRMAN proceeded to address the proprietors, and 
having characterized the report as satisfactory, and paid a tribute 
of respect to the memory of Mr. Farrer, one of the directors of 
society who had died during the past six months, said it 
Would be observed from the accounts that the claims on death, 
including bonuses, exceeded in the past year those of 1864, but 
claims, separate and apart from the bonuses, were less in 
mount than in the previous year, That was perfectly natural 
and to be expected, because, no doubt, all proprietors of shares 
and the assured were unwilling to part with their interest in the 





office when an addition was so near as in 1865. The bonuses 
declared at the termination of 1865, necessarily gave to all the 
assured increased bonuses in of their policies. So, again, 
the bonuses surrendered in 1865 greatly exceeded those surren- 
dered in 1864, and that excess amounted to £40,000. That again 
might be accounted for. Though the parties who were entitled 
to those bonuses held over until the bonuses were declared, after- 
wards such of them as desired to realise the reversionary amount 
of their bonuses in cash, surrendered them; and, a 
the office had had a considerable sum of money to pay. Although 
the bonuses surrendered, the claims and ron Cat on policies 
had been large, the books were relieved of a sum exceeding 
£650,000, so that, to that extent, their liabilities were altogether 
cancelled. That was a circumstance always to be borne in mind. 
The general balance this year was £20, less than it was last 
year, and it was the first occasion since the establishment of 
the office, when the balance had turned against them, 
At the same time, it must be recollected that they were 
now forty-two years old. Of course lives dro in, and it 
was to be expected that claims would increase. But it was not 
improbable that at the termination of the present year, the 
ance would be the other way, because they were not likely to 
have such a large amount surrendered as to place the accounts 
in the position in which they now stood. Nevertheless, he con- 
sidered them highly satisfactory. Their investments were also 
large, amounting to upwards of four millions, and all laid out on 
good and sound securities. They yielded arate ofinterest ex- 
ing 4 per cent., which was very satisfactory, looking to the 
large amount laid out upon mortgage. No part of the Irish 
estates had been sold during the year, and the rents were re- 
ceived without difficulty. ey Toles the holders of those 
estates, felt it to be their duty to invest money in their improve- 
ment, and, with this object, during the past year ~ had 
been made, adding to what was already in hand. ae 
of that, money had been expended in draining and making 
to the extent of £7,000, which was not taken from revenue, 
but added to the cost of the property, which was considered a 
roper way of dealing with that expenditure. The £7,000 which 
been thus spent improved the pro; -and given em- 
ployment to people in the neighbourhood. At one tlme 
never expected to derive anything like profit or benefit from oyster 
fisheries, but it had been latterly discovered that money was to be 
made by the cultivation of oysters, and they had been fortunate 
enough to find a very respectable man who had undertaken the 
superintendence of their oyster fishery, and during the past year 
it had yielded a sum of £1,000, promising to produce still more. 
A pamphlet having been published under the name of “ Vigi- 
las,’’ he might say that the suggestions made by the writer had 
also occurred to other parties, and the directors, being alwa: 
anxious to do anything forithe benefit of the society, had, in tru 
already taken into consideration the subject-matter of the 
hlet. They would not lose sight of it, and consider it with- 
out er delay, though what the result of the deliberation 
might be, he, of course, could not foretell, He would conlude by 
moving the adoption of the report. 

Mr. Grosvenor Hopcxinson, M.P., seconded the motion. 

Mr. Beppome complained of the increase in the expenditure, 
which was explained by the actuary. 

Mr. Pappon called attention to a written ? ge for y= 
mation with the Legal and General Life Office, which he 
laid before the directors. 

This gave rise to some discussion, in which Messrs. Charles 
Bull, E. F. Smith, Charles Young, F. T. Bircham, and others 
took 4 : e 

The CHAIRMAN informed the seating that the amalgamation 
had been considered by the board and decided to be inexpedient 
and impracticable. z 

The motion for the adoption of the report, recommending a 
dividend of £3 12s. per share, was carried nem. dis. - 

Mr. Pappon tendered formal ete that aot yard bring the 
subject of amalgamation before the next general meeting. 

the motion of Mr. E. F. Smith, seconded by Mr. Paddo 
a cordial vote of thanks was accorded to the chairman ani 


directors. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Jan 29.—By Messrs. Broad, PatrcaarD, & WrItTsHrRe. 

Freehold, 6 houses in 1 see Old Ford, of the value of £148 4s. per 
annum—Sold for £1,095. 

Leasehold, 2 outages, being Nos. 7 and 8, Lefevre-road, Old Ford, 
producing £46 16s. per annum; term, 99 years from 1856, al 
£6 10s. per annum—Sold for £250, 

Leasehold, 3 residences, being Nos. 136, 138, and 140, Church-road 
De Beauvoir-town, Islington, producing £157 per annum ; term, 
80 years from 1858, at £15 per annum— id for £1,790. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, be Nos. 17 and 18, Seymour-place, 
Bryanstone-square, producing £96 per annum ; term, 92 years 
from 1808, at £11 18s. per annum — Sold for £1,005. 

Leasehold residence, being No. 8, York-cottages, Brompton ; let at 
£50 per annum ; term, 80 years from 1826, at £15 per annum— Sold 


for £775. 
Leasehold residence, being No, 3, North-terrace, Alexander-square, 
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Brompton ; let at 460 per annum; term, 80 years from 1826, at 
£9 per annum—Sold for £680, 
Leasehold house, being No. 2, Stafford-street, Marylebone-road, 
Lisson-grove ; let at £50 per annum; term, 7) years from 1796, at 
£6 10s. per annum—Sold for £100, : 
By Mr. Jonn DaLtog. . 
Freehold house and shop, with workshops, yard, &c., being No. 425, 
Oxford-street—Sold for £2,060. 
Jan. 31.—By Messrs. Epwirn Fox & BousFietp. 
Frechold wharf, with house and premises, situate in Horsewash-lane, 
Rochester ; let at £60 per annum—Sold for £1,300. 
Leasehold, 3 houses, being Nos. 11 to 13, Orchard-place, Clarence-road, 
Lower Clapton, producing £54 12s. per annum; term, 86 years 
from 1862, at £12 per annum—Sold for £320. 
By Messrs. Fargproruer, Crarx, & Co. 
Leasehold public-house, known as The George the Fourth, 21, Queen’s- 
row, Poplar, underleased for a term expiring 25th December, 1869, 
at £100 per annum, held on lease for 53 years from 1833, at £21 per 
annum—Sold for £2,600. 
Leasehold, 8 houses, being Nos. 1 to 8, Cutmore-buildings, Queen’s- 
row, Pimlico, and a piece of ground in front, and stabling and 
eoach-houses in Wallis-yard, producing £221 12s. per annum ; term 
and ground-rent similar to above—Sold for £1,810. 
Leasehold house and shop, being No. 237, Goswell-road; let on lease 
at £70 per annum; term, 13 years unexpired, at £13 13s. per 
annum—Sold for £475. 
L hold resid , being No. 31, Clarence-place, Milton-next- 
Gravesend, Kent; let at £35 per annum; term, 64 years unex- 
pired, at £5 per annum—Sold for £340. 
Freehold piece of land adjoining the above—Sold for £220. 
bine Piece of land situate in Cutmore-street, Gravesend—Sold 
‘or £150. 
A mortgage debt of £162 10s. (balance of asum of £200), with in- 
terest thereon—Sold for £80, 





AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
Jan. 30.—By Messrs. Nonron & Tis. 

Freehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 1 and 2, Harcourt-villas, Wood- 
lands-road, Isleworth, producing £70 per annum—Sold for £900. 

Freehold residence, being No. 1, Orleans-villas, London-road, Twicken- 
ham ; let at £45 per annum—Sold for £700. 

By Messrs. Kemp. 

Leasehold, 4 houses, 3 with shops, being Nos. 129, 131, 133, and 135, 
Drummond-st, Euston-square, producing £150 per annum; term, 
54 years unexpired, at £60 per annum—Sold for £800, 

Leasehold re8idence, being No, 4, Ulster-terrace, Regent’s-park ; let 


at £115 per annum ; term, 99 years from 1821, at £15 per annum— 
Sidi zig. ; ” 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
EVANS—On Jan. 28, at Elgin House, Spring-grove, the wife of W. 
Evans, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 
LANGWORTHY—On Jan. 28, at Sunderland-terrace, Westbourne- 
park, the wife of J. W.Langworthy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a 
50 





n. 

ROBERTS—On Jan. 29, at Charles-street, Westbourne-terrace, the 
wife of E. R. Roberts, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

WOODRUFFE—On Dee. 15, at Calcutta, the wife of J, T. Woodruffe, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, ofa son. 


MARRIAGES, 
ARMSTRONG—CHAPMAN—On Jan. 24, at St. Paul’s, Kersal, near 
Manchester, H. Armstrong, Esq., Claremont, near Manchester? to 
Ruth A., daughter of the late J. Chapman, Esq., Solicitor, of that 


City. 

BERTRAM—GAMMELL-On Jan. 25, at St. Saviour’s, Bath, J. A. 
Bertram, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Solicitor, to Martha J., 
daughter of J. Gammell, Esq., Aberdeenshire. 

BRAMLEY—REED—On Jan. 27, at St, Stephen’s the Martyr, Avenue- 
road, L. Bramley, Esq., Halifax, to M. A. Emily, widow of the late 
E. J. Reed, Esq., Halifax, and daughter of J. W. Willcox, Esq.,Q.C., 
Regent’s-park. 

CLARKE—DANIELS—On Jan. 25, at St. Paul’s Church, Kensall, 
Yorkshire, E. E. Clarke, Esq., Cowick, Yorkshire, to Ellen, 
‘daughter of the late J. Daniells, Esq., Solicitor, Witham, Essex. 

PEARSE—BROWN—On 1 >:. 24,at St. Mary’s Church, Nottingham, 
J. Pearse, Esq., of tatherleigh, Devon, Solicitor, to Emily, 
daughter of the late J. Brown, Yon, of Nottingham. 

ROBSON—STRETTON—On Jan. 23, at St. Mary’s, Islington, Mr. T. 
Robson, Brighton, to Elizabeth J., daughter of — Stretton, Esq., 


Solicitor. 

ST. GEORGE—LEE—On Jan. 25, at the parish church of Clonkeen, 
A. G. St. George, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, to Sarah A., daughter of 
the Rev. W. Lee, Rector of Clonkeen, Louth, Ireland. 

WORSWICK—STEPHENS—On Jan. 31, at All Saints’, Cavendish- 
square, R. W. Worswick, Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- 
Law, to Alicia, daughter of the Rey. R. Stephens, B.D. 

DEATHS. 

ADAMS—On Jan. 28, at Tourquay, J. W. Adams, son of the late J. 
Adams, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, aged 20, 

BURY—On Jan. 29, at Ticknell, Bewdley, John Bury, Esq., Solicitor, 


aged 89. 

GAYTON—On Jan, 28, at Much Hadham, Herts, Alice G., daughter of 
G. Gayton, Esq., Solicitor. 

GOULD—On Jan, 27, at Warwick-road, Kensington, Marla, wife of 
J. Gould, Esq., and niece of the late W. Tidd, Esq., Inner Temple, 
Barrister-at-Law. 

INNES—On Jan. 23, at Edinburgh, Emily M.H., wife of J. Innes, Esq., 
Writer to the Signet, sane 33. 

OWEN--On Jan. 11, lost in the London, Elizabeth C., the wife, and 

er E. W., aged 5, the son, of W. Owen, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 


oy 4 N.S.W. 
SIMPSON—On Jan. 24, at Upper Tootin 


——= 
UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names wit h 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appegy 
within Three Months:— pt 
Cuarriarn, Manta, Spinster, Brunswick-place, Brompton. £250 (gn, 
solidated £3 per Cent. Annuities and £10 terminable Annuities. 
Claimed by said M. Chaplain. 3 

Gissoy, Rev. Joun, Sheffield, deceased. £3,000 New £3 per Cont 
Annuities and £400 £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by Rey, John 
D. Gibson and Catherine S. Gibson, Spinster, administrators, 

Hazpy, Sir Toomas M., Bart , K.C.B., Rear-Admiral R. N., decengea, 
£100 Consolidated Long Annuities—Claimed by Sir George F 
Seymour, Knight, the surviving executor. 

Law, James, Cambridge, Robe Maker. Dividend £7,000 Three and, 
Quarter per Cents—Claimed by J. E. Law, executor. 

Prnper, F. F., Gay-street, Bath, Esq. £200 28, £3 per Cont. Congolg 
—Claimed by W. M. Pinder, executor. 

Poynner, THomas, Whimpole-street, Cavendish-square, Esq. Diyj. 
dends on £100 Consolidated Long Annuities—Claimed by TH, A, 
Poynder, executor. : 

PritcHagD, Witt1aM Samvet, ofthe London Joint Stock Bank, 
£25 Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by said W, 
Pritchar 





LONDON _GAZETTES, 
Ginding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 


Tuespay, Jan, 23, 1866. 
Urirep Ix Caancery. | 
Freen and Company (Limited).—Order to wind-up, made by Vigu 
* Chancellor Kindersley, dated Jan 13. Gibbs & Tucker, Lothbury, 
solicitors for the petitioner. ania : 
General Floating Dock Company (Limited).—Order to wind-up, may 
by the Master of the Rolls, dated Jan 13. Abrahams, Greshamsay 
soli¢itor for the petitioners and liquidators, 


Fripay, Jan. 26, 1866, 
Limirep 1 CHANCERY. 
Tan-y-Graig Set Quarry Company (Limited).—Petition for win 
up, presented Jan 23, directed to be heard before the Master of'th 
Rolls on Feb 10. Gregory & Roweliffes, Bedford-row, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
TvueEspayY, Jan. 30, 1866. 
Friend in Need, Castle-inn, Darlaston, Stafford. Jan 24. 


Creviters under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TuEspaY, Jan. 23, 1866, ‘ 
Goodacre, Rev John, Ticchurst, Sussex, Clerk, Goodacre v Goodacre, 
V.C. Stuart 


Greenfield, Hy, Rickmansworth, Herts, Baker. Feb 21. Dodd» Row, 
. C. Stuart. 
King, Wm Waudby, Percy-st, Tottenham-ct-rd, Manufaeturing 
Chemist. Feb 23. Bingham» King, M. R. 
Liversage, Ann, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. March8. Brownjohnv Gale, 
V.C. Wood. 
Farpay, Jan. 26, 1866. 
Cooke, John, Macclesfield, Chester, Gent. Feb 19. Clarke » Hilton, 
Cc. rt, 


uart. 

ey f gd Portugal-st, Publican. Feb 7. Hulme v Henesey, 
V. C. Wood, 

Michael, Thos, North Coates, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 20, Kirke» 
Michael, V. C. Stuart. 

Nolan, Martha Carter, Kelvedon, Essex. Feb 23, Brunwin » Bru 
wi 


n, M. R. 

Phillipps, Geo, Esa, Streatham-park, Surrey. Feb 10. Holmer o 
Shew, V. C. Kindersley. 
Richardson, Wm, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Ship Owner, Feb 16, 

Richardson v Richardson, M. R, 
Rolfe, Geo, St Thomas’s Roman Catholic Church, Fulham. Feb ig 
Re Rolfe, V. C. Wood. 

TvueEspay, Jan, 30, 1866. 

Abraham, Thos, New Broad-st, M.D. Feb 20. Abraham w Pearse, 

V. C. Wood 


Bristow, Louisa, Westbourne-park-rd, Bayswater. Feb £2. Bristow 

v Bristow, M. BR. is 

Burley, Richd, Ashburnham-grove, Greenwich, out of business. Feb 

28. Burley v Morrison, V. C. Stuart. 

Cosens, Fredk, Esq, Dorchester, Dorset. Fel 23, Cosens v Griffis, 
M. 


, me 
Cowland, Letitia Ann, Bishop’s-ter, Stoke Newington-green, Spinster, 
Feb 28. Wilkinson v Escreet, M. R. 
Oliver, Jas, Addison-rd, Paddington. Feb 24. Grist» Poole, V. G 
Kindersley. 
Pitt, Thos Major, Ballingham, Hereford, Farmer. Feb 27. Herbert 
Pitt, V. C. Stuart. 
Smedley, Joseph, Songhhorengh, Leicester,Coal Merchant. Mareh!. 
Potter v Clarke, V. C. Stuart. : 
Forman, Robt Brodie, Mincing-lane, Colonial Broker. Feb 20, Ture 
bull » Forman, V. C, Wood. . 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claw. 
Tugspay, Jan. 23, 1866, 
Baker, Rev Hugh Swayne, Lansdown-rd North, Notting-hill, Clerk, 
March 11. Prall & Nickinson, Chancesy-lano, 
Brower, Mary, ld, Yor, Innkeeper. March 10, Ledgard, Mit 


ld. 
Cartwright, Wm, Birm, Gent, March 31. Maudsley, Birm. 
Cracknell, Thos, Halesworth, Suffolk, Esq. March 22, Crabtree & 
Cross, Halesworth, 
Fitch, Harriet, Frome, Somerset, March 1, J, & ©, Robinson, Basing- 
t. 





; ( g, Surrey, George Simpson 
Esq., Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, aged on = nei 








hall-st. 
Hayles, Alfred Wm, Esq, Edith-grove, Brompton, Feb 28, Mas0d 
Maddox-st, Regent-st, 








. 
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ick, Eliz, Whitchureh, Salop, Widow. Feb 25. Best & Horton, 
Norms, Geo, High-st, Borough, Wholesale Draper. March}. Saw- 
, Wood-st, Cheapside. “eo 
*Bleanor, poe Queen’s-buildings, Brompton, Spinster. 
» March 1. 
Read, Thos, em Kensington, Surgeon. March!. Ryan, Lin- 
’s-inn- 
ag Sarah Ann, Streatham, Surrey, Widow. March 3. Child, 


~-Paul’s Bakehouse-ct, Doctors’-commons 
Stead, Jas Crossland, Leeds, Tobacconist. March 5. Blackburn & 


Leeds. 
, Francis, Carlisle, Cumberland, Gent. Feb 26. Hough, Car- 


Story, Eliz, Stanwix, Cumberland, Widow. Feb26. Hough, Carlisle. 
or, ‘arom Malpas, Chester, ’Spinster. Feb 11. Beamont & Co, 


arri 
Weber, tes W Wm, Beer-lane, Tower-st. Feb 14. Young & Son, Mark- 


Warton, Maria, Worcester, Spinster. March 1. Southall, Worces- 


ter. 
Walcot, Mary, Bitterly, Salop, Spinster. June24. Parker & Co, Wor- 
ter, 
” Farpay, Jan. 26, 1866, 


fond, John, Kendal, Westmorland, Yeoman. Feb3. Bolton, Kendal. 

Catchpole, Susan, Needham Market, Suffolk, Widow. Feb 19. Hay- 
ward & Son, Needham Market. 

cockbill, Edmd Tompkins, Radway, Warwick, Farmer. March 24. 
Hobbes & Co, Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Colesworthy, Mary Franks, Bristol, Gloucester, Widow. Mareh 1, 
Radford & Williams. 

Cox, a Eaton-sq, Gent. March 1. R.M.&F, Lowe, 
Tanfield-ct, 

Davis, John, Esq, Leman-st, Whitechapel. March 1. Tanqueray- 
Willaume & Hanbury, New ‘Broad-st. 

Harding, Joseph, St Martin’s-lane, Westminster, Wine Merchant, 


March 1. Holmer & Co, Philpot- lane. 
Jenkins, Geo, Worcester, Fishmonger. Feb 28. Corles, Worcester. 
Lockwood, Wm, Holmfirth, York, Mill Proprietor. April2. Kidd & 


Co, Holmfirth. 

Rogers, John, Avleston, Warwick, Fellmonger. March 24. Hobbes 
& Co, Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Tanner, Frances, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Widow. March 1. 
Thompson & Co, Bishopwearmouth. 

oy Thos, Abberley, Worcester, Farmer, Feb 28, Corles, Worces- 


Ward, John, Huntingdon, Corn Factor. March 31. Margetts & Son, 


Huntingdon. 
Webber, Geo Wood, Esq, Lawhitton, Cornwall. April 5. Gurney & 


Co, Launcestcn. 
wis, Jas, jun, Penrith, Cumberland, Coach Builder, March 9, 
arty. 
TvEspayY, Jan. 30, 1866, 


Ball, Rev John. Vicar of St Lawrence, Reading, Berks. March 31. 
Blandy & Blandy, Reading. 


Beanlands, Benj, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, Solicitor. April 1. 
Cooke, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, 
Beattie, Margaret, Berwick- -on-Tweed, Widow. April 25. Greig, 


Verulam-buildings, Gray's inn. 
Brown, Jane, Mill-pond-st, Bermondsey, Widow. Feb 15, Brown, 


Gloucester-pl, Walworth. 
, Jas Dower, High-st, Battersea, Grocer. March 24. Consellis, 


Wandsworth. 
Fallows, Richd, Stone, Stafford, Farmer. March25. Taylor & Saben, 


‘Btone 
Hepeorer, Wm, Lpool, Boot Maker. March 1, Teebay & Lynch, 


Shores, John Wallis, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. March?7. Baker & Co, 


' Crosby-sq. 

Thompson, Edw, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, County Court Bailiff. 
Feb 2s. Bell, Sunderland. 

Walker, Isaac, Esq. Ynyscynhaiarn, Carnarvon. April6. E. F.&E. 
Jackson, Wisbech, 


Assignments for Benekt of Creditors. 
TuEsDAY, Jan, 23, 1866. 
Anderson, Thos, Norwich. Jan 9. Sole & Co, Aldermanbury. 
Hodgson, Wm, Staindrop, Durham, Gent. Jan 19. Richardson, 
Barnard Castle. 


Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
ToEspay, Jan. 23, 1866, 
Baker, Joseph, Bilston, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 30. Comp. 


Reg’ Jan 20. 
Bayley, Edwd, Darlaston, Stafford, Builder. Dec 23. Asst. Reg 


Booth, Geo Hy, Lpool,Gent. Jan 19. Comp. Reg Jan 23. 
Boughton, Thos, Worcester, Horse Dealer. Dec 22, Comp. Reg 
an} 
4 oan, Westbourne-rd, Barnsbury, Grocer. Dec 27. Asst. 
eg Jan 2 
Conbrough, Thos, Lpool, Provision Merchant. Dec 27, Asst. Reg 


Seri, Jot John, Southgate-rd, Hackney, Gent. Dec 27, Inspectorship. 
eg Jan 

Geotenough, , Nicholas, Newton Abbott, Devon, Carrier. Jan 2, Comp. 
ar 

Grey, ins s Graham, Cheapside, Sewing Machine Agent. Jan 20. Comp. 

Hoo “Albert Everson, Lefevre-rd, North Bow, Commercial Clerk. 

Jan 19. Asst. Reg Jan 23. 

Jackson, Saml, Middleton, Lancaster, Greengrocer. Jan 6. Comp. 


cnmnes, Saml, jun, Worcester, Fishmonger. Jan 1. Asst. Reg 


Landale, Thos, Manch, Fruiterer. Jan 17. Asst. Reg Jan 22. 

a Gore (Ouseley, Danvers-st, Chelsea, Architect. a 9. Comp. 
eg Ji 

Leitz, Carl Felins Dietrich, & Gustav — Newcastl -Tyne, 
Merchants. Jan 15, ‘Asst. Reg Jan 2 ‘ — ; 
Leyland, Thos, Northwich Chester. Fralteret. Jan 18, Comp, Reg 


xb Eliz, South Shields, Durham, Draper. Jan 12, Asst. Reg 
= a Geo, Landport, Hants, Butcher. Jan 15. Asst. Reg 
_, Richd, Northampton, Beerseller, Jam 19. Comp. Reg 
gy Wm, Market Harborough, Leicester, Draper. Dec 29. Asst. 
Ber ane Wm, Northampton, Stonemason. Jan 8. Comp. Reg 
Sgnomen, John, Postern-row, Tower-hill. Jan 9. Comp. Reg 


Jan 2 
Thompson, Thos Sheotoree Richmond-st, Walworth, Chemist. Jan 


19, Comp. 
Unsworth, Robt, Lpool, Cart Owner. Jan5, Comp. Reg Jan 22, 
Valpy, Wm Hy, G oucester-crescent, Hyde-park, Surgeon. Jan 22. 


Asst. Reg an 23, 
—— Thos, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Draper. Jan4. Comp, Reg 
2 


Weight, Job toh, Wyndham-rd, Camberwell, Grocer. Jan 17. Comp, 
eg an 2 
Wulfson, Win, Manch, Jeweller. Jan 4. Asst, Reg Jan 22, 


Farpay, Jan. 26, 1866, 
Bates, } c+ gm de March, Cambridge, Ironmonger. Jan 3. Comp. 


an 
Bloomfield, Robt, Leicester, Rope Maker. Jan 4. Asst. Reg Jan 24, 
Brown, John, Dartmouth-row, Blackheath, Colonial Broker. Dec 1.. 
Comp. Reg Jap 25. 
Burnet, Joseph, Lpool, Draper. Dec 29. Asst. Reg Jan 23. 
Christopher, Richd, Heckington, Lincoln, Grocer. Jan 9. Asst. Reg 


Clarkson, Thos, Manch, Brass Founder. Jan9. Asst. Reg Jan 26. 

Diffey, Geo, Child Okeford, Dorset, Draper. Jan 9. Asst. Reg Jam 25. 

=, Hy, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tailor. Dec 29. Comp. Reg 
‘an 2 

Drummond, Geo, North a Northumberland, Potatoe Merchant. 

Jan 22. Comp. Reg Jan 2 

Dunn, Chas Birtill, Dcciesceansttien Somerset, Florist. Jan 2. 
Asst. Reg Jan 25. 

Evans, Jas, Elwel, Radnor, Farmer. Jan2. Asst. Reg Jan 25. 

KO Bryan, Sunderland, Durham, Potatoe Dealer. Dec 28. Comp. 
eg De 

Finger, Abraham, Lpool, Jeweller. Jan 3. Comp. Reg Jan 25. 

Frood, Thos, Lpool, Draper. Jani. Asst. Reg Jan 26. 


oe, Some Williamson, Birm, Milliner. Jan 12. Asst. Reg 

an 23. 

Harle, John Wm, Armfield Plain, Durham, Grocer. Jan 8. Asst. 
Reg Jan 25, 

a oy Bey: ng York-rd, Lambeth, Cheesemonger. Jan 15, Comp. 

eg Jan 2 

Hogan, Patrick, Salford, Lancaster, Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 13, 

Comp. Reg Jan 25. 


Howitt, Wm, & Wm Hy Smith, Birm, Gas Fitting Manufacturers. Dec 
30. Asst. Reg Jan 24, 
=a, Thos, Bangor, Carnarvon, Draper. Dec 29. Comp. Reg: 


Jan 24. 

Ingledew, John, Lee, Kent, Dealer in Stocks. Dec 30. Comp. Reg 
Jan 25, 

Janaway, om Wrecklesham, Surrey, Horse Dealer. Jan 20. Comps 

Ps 

Keith, John, Westmorland-pl, City-rd, Ecclesiastical Silversmith. 
Dec 28. Comp. Reg Jan 24. 

— Alex, Bridgewater, Somerset, Draper. Jan 4. Asst. Reg 


Jan 

Leighton, nnn & John Major, Lpool, Merchants. Dec 30. Asst. 
Reg Jan 2 

Molony, Cicudiien, Surrey-pl, ie -common, Clerk in Somer- 


set-house. Jan 20. Comp. Reg Jan 2 
Moore, Saml, Earl Stoneham, Suffolk, - sae Dec 30. Asst. Reg 


an 25, 
Morton, Thos, Coleshill-st, Pimlico, Gent. Dec 30. Comp. Reg Jan 25. 
oe. 2 Thos, Wigton, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Dec 27, Asst. 
eg Jan 24. 
Revell, El Ely, Dalton, York, Scribbler. Jan 9. Asst, 
Scott, Jas ‘Turnbill,, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, 
Asst. Reg Jan 25. 
Shaw, Geo, Sheffield, Merchant’s Manager. Jan 10, Asst. Reg Jan 25. 
Simpkin, Wm, Bognor, Sussex, Grocer. Dec 28. Asst. Reg Jan 25, 
Snellgrove, Hy, Newport, Isle of Wight, Painter. Jan 13. Asst, 


Reg Jan 24. 
Grocer. Dec 28, 


Jan 26. 
as ‘Jas, Ringwood, Southampton, Grocer. Dec 27. Asst. Reg. 


Jan 2 
Strand, ‘Thos, Kingsland-rd, Tobacconist. Jan 5. Comp. Reg Jan 23. 
Talbot, Wm Fredk, Lawrence-rd, parses Soda Water Manufac- 


turer. Jan 15. Conv. Reg Jan 
Tong, Thos, Birkdale, Lancaster, Provision Dealer, Jan 22. Asst. 


Reg Jan 26, 
Urehe Richd meee Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Grocer. Deo 30. 


Asst. Reg 
by mete Noah, Witlenball, Stafford, Ale Dealer. Jan 8. Comp. Reg 
Williams, John, Margam, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 4. Comp, Reg 
an 24, 


wine Wm, Birm, Wheelwright. Dec 28. Asst. Reg Jan 26. 


Woodley, Joseph, Thatcham, Berks, Grocer. Jan 2. Asst. Reg Jan 22. 
Wright, John, Cheetham, Lancaster, Cabinet Maker. Dec 30. 


Turspar, Jan. 30, 1865. 
Bowden, Jas, Tavistock, Devon, Corn Dealer. 
26, 


Asst. 
Reg Jan 25, 
Jan 2. Asst. Reg 





» Walter, Birm, Laceman. Jan 12, Comp. Reg Jan 22. 


Jan 
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Bowen, Thos, Hereford, Innkeeper. Dec 30. Comp. 
Burnett, Joseph, Birm, Chemist. Jan 3. Comp. Jan 27. 
Burton, Robt, Nottingham, Rag Merchant. Jan 23. Asst. Reg 


covil, Fred, Brighton, Sussex, Brush Manufacturer. Jan 9. Comp. 
cuarte, 9 ry “Wellington, Somerset, Innkeeper: Jan 3. Asst. Reg 
Davies, David, Orchard-pl, Woolwich, Carpenter. Jan 27. Comp, Reg 
Sg te os Alfred, Trinity-st, Southwark, Surgeon. Dec 30. Asst. 
Elliott, Wm, & ea. Wolverhampton, Stafford, Builders. 


Jan 6. Comp. 
, Thos, Pinner, eddie, Corn Merchant. Jan 25. Comp. Reg 


n 26. 
Etches, John, Dronfield, Derb ro aoaer Jan4, Comp. Reg Jan 29. 
,» Grocer, Jan 13. Asst. Reg 


— _— » Cliffe 
Fronkiyn, Benj, Plymouth, Devon, Wine Merchant. Jan 4, Asst. 


Jan 2 
Gila Chas, Horsham, Sussex, Tailor. Jan 16, Comp. Reg 
Hemsley, + Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Jan 17. Comp. 
hn big Bertram Cruger, Fulham-rd,Gent. Jan10. Comp. Reg 
Howl, Edwd, Birm, Comm Agent. Jan19. Asst. Reg Jan 30. 


Jackson, Jas, Westbourne-park-rd, Cab Proprietor. Jan 3. Comp. 
Reg Jan 27. 


Lampard, Steph, Portsea, Hants, Painter. Jan 20. Asst. Reg Jan 30. 
Lea, Sarah, Burslem, Stafford, Innkeeper. Dec 29. Asst. Reg Jan 26. 
Marsden, Peter, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. Jan 8. Comp. Reg Jan 25. 
Marshall, Geo, Lime-st, Comm Agent. Jan 13. Comp. Reg Jan 29. 

ek Wn, Silver-st, Notting-hill, Surgeon. Jan 26. Comp. 


poi. Pleasance, & Joseph John Clarke, Gt Bircham, Norfolk, 
Grocers. Jan5. Asst. Reg Jan 27. 


4 
oo, Frederic, Middlesbrough, York, Grocer. Jan 10, Comp. Reg 
=, Thos Wm, Southampton, Innkeeper. Jan 1. Asst. Reg 


oun “Benj, & & zough Paul Marsh, Fenchurch-st, Wholesale Tea 
Dealers Asst. Reg Jan 27. 
ky Bard, onstons Somerset, Innkeeper. Dec 30. Asst. Reg 


aan, Richa Calderbank, Lpool, Painter. Jan 10. Comp. Reg Jan 29. 

Re: —~<—"y Wm Thos, Sevenoaks, Kent,Grocer, Jan 10. Asst. Reg 
an 

Rigby, Jas, Runcorn, Chester, Builder. Jan4. Asst. Reg Jan 29. 

I ins Manch, Commercial Traveller. Jan 16. Comp. Reg 


sell, Eaiwa, Old Broad-st, Cigar Importer. Jan 17. Asst, Reg 


siaaons, John pen, Oldbury, Worcester, Ironfounder, Jan 2. 
mp. 

Stancer, Thos, oo 
nee. Wm, M 


Reg Jan 27. 


» Lincoln, Miller. Jan12, Asst. Reg Jan 27. 
; Lancaster, Merchant. Dec 30, Asst. Reg 


Swann, sly Kirke, Halam, Nottingham, Farmer. Jan!. Asst. Reg 


Wallis, _ Market Rasen, & Thos + ad Wallis, Wragby, Lincoln, 
Builders. Jan 10. Asst. Reg Jan 2! 

Watson, John, & Jas Overend, iced: Contractors. Dec 29. 
Inspectorship. Reg Jan 27. 

— John, Harrow, Middx, Builder. Jan 3. Asst. Reg 


Bankruyts. 
TvuEsDAY, Jan. 23, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 
Arlett, Bartholomew, Upper Norwood, Surrey, Contractor. Pet Jan 
18. Feb6atll. Parry, Croydon 
Barkentin, Jas, Regent-st, Goldsmith. Pet Jan22. Feb 7 at 1). 
Preston & Dorman, Basinghall-st. 
Batten, Thos Benj, Lucas-st, Deptford, Beer Seller. Pet Jan 19. Feb 
5atl. Pook, Gresham-st. 
Bennett, Besford, John-st, Bedford-rd, Secretary. Pet Jan18. Feb 
14 at 12. Stacey, Southampton- -st, Bloomsbury. 
—_, Lott Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. Feb 6 


Bugg, Wm By, Upper Bemerton-st, ae Boot Maker. Pet Jan 
20. Feb5at1. Munday, Essex-st, Stran 

Cornett, Alphonse Ernest, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. 
Feb 5 at il. Aldridge. 

Denutte, Uranie Cecile, George-st, Portman-sq, Dress Maker. Pet Jan 
19. Feb 1l4at1l. Lewis, Gt Marlborough-st. 

Fitzgerald, Jas Grant, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan17. Feb 
5at 12. Aldridge. 

Flint, Wm, Church-st, Stoke Newington, Builder. Pet Jan 18, Feb 
5 at 12. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Franklin, Hy Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. Feb 5 
atll. Aldridge. 

Harper, Alex, St Benet’s-pl, Gracechurch-st, Ship Broker. Pet Jan 
20. Feb5at1. Remnant, Lincoln’s-inn- -fields. 

Homes, Wm Hy, Leather-lane, Holborn, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Jan 
16. Feb6at12. Sole & Co, "Aldermanb’ bury. 

Hunt, Jas, St John’s-hill, Clapham-junction, Secre - Pet Jan 20. 
Feb 14at 1. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers, Basi nghall-st. 

Hussey, John, Cheapside, Comm Agent. Pet Jan20. Feb 6 at 1%. 
Armstrong,’ Size-lane, Bucklersbury. 

Taserve,, tome, Prisoner for Debt, Lenten. Adj Jan 17, Feb5at 


“Mason, Alfi John, Compton-st, St Giles, Military Accoutrement 
Maker. Pet Jan 18. Feb 6 atl. Peverley, Coleman-st. 


, Chas, Cullum-st, Comm Agent. Pet Jan 16. Feb 9 at 2. Hall, 
Coleman-st t. 





——————_—_—_ 
Mills, Chas, Park-st, Regent’s-park, Hardwood Turner, 
A gg 
0 ‘m, Thorpe Morieux, Sv rpenter. Pet J; 
at 1. Eetabier & Ce. Ironmonger-lane. on 20, Feds 
pl, South Lambe 


ice, Chas August: wood- Chemist, 
Pet Jan 18. Feb 5 at ll. Hooker, Bartlett's buildings Shy 
Shaftesbury, Vane Ireton, Forest-gate, Essex, Author. Pet Jan 9, 
oibeh, tay 12: Poverty ree ered, Comm A, 
le ill, Be 01 mm t. 
Feb 2'at 1. Told Jewry. oo 
i er, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 1y, 


= Jas, Poise for Debt, Northampton. Adj Jan 15, Feb 


4 at 2. 

Youn End St Alban’s, Hertford, Builder. Pet Jan6. Feb6atig, 
Chi ld Jewry. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Affleck, Jas, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Auctioneer. Pet Jan jg, 
Stockton-on-Tees, Feb 7 at 11. Dobson, Middlesbrough. 

Booth, John, Eccles, Lancaster, Journeyman Dyer. Pet Jan 19, gq. 
ford, Feb 3 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 

Booth, Wm Hy, Sheffield. Pet Jan 18, Chesterfield, Feb 13 at 11, 
Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Buckler, John, Scaldwell, Northampton, Gardener. Pet Jan 20, Non 
thampton, Feb 10 at 16. Sheild White, Northampton. 

Coles, Thos, Leicester, out of business. Pet Jan 19 (for ban). Nor 
thampton, Feb 10 at 10. Sheild & White, Northampto 

Davies, Wm John, Shrewsbury, Salop, Innkeeper. Pet oi 18, Shrews. 
bury, Feb 3at 11, Kough, Shrewsbury. 

Deakin, Joseph, Prisoner or Debt, Worcester. Adj Jan 15, Birm, 
Jan 3lat12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Dyer, Wm, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Dealer in Ale. Pet Jan 16. Chel. 
tenham, Feb 5 at 11. Boodle, Cheltenham. 

Edwards, Thos, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Organist. Pet Jan 17, 
Weston-super-Mare, Feb 7 at 12. Brittan & Son, Bristol. 

Farrand, Saml, Chas Gomersall, Wm Binns, & Thos Thorpe, Prisoners 
for Debt, York. Adj Jan 16. Feb 8 at il. 

Farrall, John, Tilston zaeees, Chester, Farmer. Pet Jan8. Lpool, 
Feb 6 at 12. Evans & Co. 

Gibbins, Geo, Upper Heyford, Northampton, Shoe Maker. Pint 
Northampton, Fe b 10at 10. Sheild & White, Northampto 

Gray, Joseph, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Publican. Pet = ‘% Wim- 
borne A egy nen Feb 9at 11. Tanner, Wimborne Minste: 

Holm, Wm, Cardiff, Glamor, » Oo & Broker. Pet Jan 18, Bristol, 
Feb 1 at 11. Ingledew & nee, Cardiff. 

Humphries, John, Westbromwich, Stafford, apne Pet Jan 16, 
Oldbury, Jan 31 at 11. waaie, 

Kilner, Wm, Glenriddi atte Westmorland, Miner. Pet Jan 
20. Penrith, ly? 10 at in James, Pe mrith. 

Morrison, David, Sunderland, Durham, Merchant’sClerk. Pet Janlé¢, 
epg ag Feb 6 at 1. Steel, Sunderland. 

h, Chas, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Farmer. Pet Jan 19, 

Birm, Feb 5 at 12. James & Griffin, B 

Peach, Thos, Sheepshed, Leicester, Batcher. Pet Jan 18. Longh- 
borough, Feb 5 at 10. Giles, Loughborough. 

Penistan, Michael, Lincoln, Engineer. Pet Dec 28. Leeds, Feb7 at 
12. Tweed, Lincoln. 

Pickerill, Robt, Newcastle-under- -Lyme, Stafford, Shoe o Meee 
Pet Jan 22, Birm, Feb 5 at 12. James & Griffin, 

Revell, Chas, Leeds, Joiner, Pet Jan 16. Leeds, Feb 15 15 at 12, Harle, 
Leeds, 


Riley, Jas, Halifax, York, Clog Maker. Pet Jan18. Halifax, Feb i6 
at 10. Wavell-Philbrick & Halifax. 

Robinson, Richd , Brigham, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet Jan 18, 
Newcastle- -upon-Tyne, Feb 7 at 12. Ramsay, Cockermouth. 

Robinson, John, Spittlegate, Lincoln, Chimney Sweep. Pet Jan 15, 
Grantham, Jan 26 at 11. Malim, Grantham. 

Roberts, Robt, Carnarvon, Grocer. Pet Jan 19. Lpool, Feb 5 at !% 
Evans & Co, , Lpool, 

Steane, John Sawbridge, Coventry, Warwick, Hosier. Pet Jan 1. 
Coventry, Feb 5 at 3. Holt, Coventry. 

Taylor, Saml, Lancaster, Brazier. Pets Jan9. Lancaster, Feb 9 at 12. 
ohnson & Tilly, Lancaster. 

Thomas, Joseph, Tiptov, Stafford, Edge Tool Grinder. Pet Jan 16. 
Dudley, Fe’ 12 at 12, Parry, Birm. 

— Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj Jan 11. Swansea, 

e at 

Vaughan, John, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Painter. Pet Jan 20. Neath, 
Feb6atll. Tennant, Aberavon. 

Veitch, Geo, y ont ,»Comm Merchant. PetJan 11. Lpool, Feb 5atll. 
Lace 0, 

Walton, Thos, tocol, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 18. Lpool, Feb? 
at ll. Husband, Lpool. 

Whellan, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Durham. Adj Feb 18. Newcastle 
upon-Tyne, Feb 7 at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Wilson, John, Longtown, Cumberland, Farmer. PetJan 18. Carlisle, 
Feb 7 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Woodhouse, bebe db Dalton, York, Tome ry Printer. Pet Sept 
21. Huddersfield, Feb5at 10. Freeman, Huddersfield. 

Weehems, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Jan 16. Leeds, Feb 


Fripay, Jan, 26, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 

Andemen, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes. Adj Jan 22. Feb7 at 12 

Aldridge. 
Anderson, Chas Edwd, Colebrook-row, Islington, Commercial Travel- 

ler. Wh Jan 22, Feb 14 at 2. Moss, Stones-end, Southwark. 
Bell, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. Feb 16 at 12. 
ae, Se Prisoner for Debt, Maidgfone. Adj Jan 19. Feb 7 ab 


ge 
Blyth, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Jan 19, Feb 16 
Bristow, Geo, Frith-st, Soho, Baker. Pet Jan 24, Feb 7 at 1. Munday, 





Essex-st, Strand. 
an, Pancras-lane, Timber Merchant. Pet Oot 


Claypole, John Lille 
24. Feb6at2. Keighley & Co, Ironmonger-lane. 








a. ais es et Ce (Ol CSS Mis: 


i 


ef 


Ee EEE 


Feb. 3, 1866 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 329 








a 

Cleare, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 17. Feb 16 at 12, 
Cobham, Geo » Northumberland-st, Strand, Builder. Pet Jan 
18. Feb 6 at 1. Harrison & Lewis, old Jewry. 

Cornell, Wm, — , Kingsland, Baker. Pet Jan 23. Feb 7 at 12. 
Hicks, Moorga' 

Coyle, Fred, isonet for Debt, London. Adj Jan17. Feb 6 at 11. 

Greber, Sam! Ebenezer, Plumstead, Kent, News Vendor. Pet Jan 18. 
Feb 14at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Defries, Nathan, Bury-ct, beng a Pet Jan 22. Feb 13 at 12, 

& Son, Finsbury-circu: 
piles, John, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Adj Jan 16. Feb 


ne otis Ann, Egham, Surrey, Schoolmistress. Pet Jan 22. Feb6 
atl. Webber, High-st, Marylebone. 
ton, Abraham, Pentonville-rd, Beer Retailer. Pet Jan 22. Feb 

Tat ll. Rigby, Sise-lane, Bucklersbury 

Franchet, Hy, Church-lane, Whitechapel, ‘Importer of Foreign Goods. 
Pet Jan 19. Feb6at12,. Oldreve, Gt Portland-st. 

Frost, Chas, Pleasant-row, Deptford, Tobacconist. Pet Jan 23. Feb 
Tat!. Moore, Mark-lane. 

Glass, Sarah, Prisoner for Debt, London, AdjJan17. Feb 16 at 12. 

Galtbere, Nathan, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 17. Feb6 


Barat John, High Wycombe, Bucks, Baker. Pet Jan 24. Feb7 
Rigby, Sise-lane, Bucklersbury. 
an: By apman, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 17. Feb 16 


at 12. 
ue. Geo, ong Hatter. Pet Jan 24. Feb 6at 3. Hicks, 


,Wm, Tonbridge, Kent, out of business. Pet Jan 23, Feb7 atl. 
+, Cannon st West. 
"Toba Thos, Chelsea-villas, Fulham-rd, out of business. Pet 
an 22, Feb 6at 1. Stackpoole, Pinners’ -hall, Old Broad-st. 
King, Geo, Alexander-ter, New Cross, Organ Builder. Pet Jan 24. 
Feb 16 at 1. Thistlethwaite, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Iamouroux, Emile, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 17. Feb6 


at 11. 

watck, Douglas Spencer, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 
1 e| a 

Mallinson, Thos eye Hampstead-rd, Baker. Pet Jan 22, Feb6é 
at 1. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-c! -chambers 

Mellett, Wm Hy, Harefield, Middx, Harness Maker. Pet Jan 22, Feb 
6at1. Mun ay, Essex-st, Strand. 

Pereira, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 22. Feb 7 at 12. 

Porter, Joseph, Cross-st, Islington. Greengrocer. Pet Jan 22. Feb 
6at1. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Pye, Steph, Brook-st, Upper Clapton, Tailor. Pet Jan 22, Feb 14 at 
2.. Jones, King’s Arms-yard. 

Rowney, Jas, London-wall, Wholesale Stationer. Pet Jan 22. Feb7 
at12, Munday, Basinghall-st. 

Shackleton, Edmd, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Jan 23 (for pan). 
Feb 6 at 12. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Shackleford, Walter, Mare-st, Hackney, Draper. Pet Jan 25. Feb 7 
at ll. Plunkett, Milk-st, Cheapside. 

Scobell, Hy Fredk, Northumberland- -pl, Westbourne-grove, no busi- 
ness. Pet Jan 92. Feb7 at 12. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-cham- 


bers. 
Scott, Wm, Crown-pl, Brixton, Plumber. Pet Jan 24. Feb 16 at 1. 
Peverley, Coleman-st. 
Smith, Geo, Eustoa-rd, Photographer. Pet Jan 22, Feb7 at 11. Lewis 
& Whitbourne, Basin hall-st. 
Sutton, Geo, Portsea, Hants, Provision Merchant. Pet Jan 17. Feb 
16at ll. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
pepe, Jobn Silva, Caversham-rd, Kentish-town, Pet Jan 23. 
6at2. Baylis, Church-ct, Old Je 

Today, John Allen, Willingham, Cam! Ze, Farmer. Pet Jan 23, 
Feb 16 at 12. Doyle, Ve eB ney ray’s-inn. 

Thoday, Ezra, Willingham, Cambridge, — Pet Jan 23. Feb6é 
at2. Doyle, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s- 

we, -« A Bartholomew, Smallburgh, _Norfol, Clerk. Pet Jan 

t2. Child, Old Jewry-chambe 

Webster @ Ge Estsonar for Debt, London. rH Jan 17. Feb 16 at 12. 

Weller, John;. 2ydon, Surrey, Grocer. Pet Jan 22. Feb 14 at 2. 
Parry, - 

Worswick, John Worsley Worswick, Ipswich, Suffolk, 
Builders. “Pet Ay 17, Febi4at ll. Clarke & Co, Coleman-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Arnold, David Joseph, Birm, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 25. Birm, Feb 12 
atl2. W ood, Tamworth. 

Beer, Thos Holden, Hognaston, Derby, Farmer. Pet Jan 12 (for pan). 
Derby, Feb 8 at 12, Smith, Derby. 

Berry, Hy, Lewes, Sussex, Painter. Pet Jan 19. Lewes, Feb 8 at 10, 
Hillman, Lewes. 

Bigland, Joseph, Windermere, Westmorland, Shoemaker. Pet Jan 24. 
Ambleside, Feb 14 at 11. Thompson, Kendal. 

_. fly. Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj Dec 15. Manch, Feb 12 


Ph ncag Chas, Colwall, Hereford, Publican. Pet Jan 24. Birm, Feb 
16 atlz. Bentley, Worcester. 

Braithwaite, John, Bedale, York, Corn Miller. Pet Dec 19. Leeds, 
Feb8atil. Harle, Leeds. 

Bruce, Geo, Middlesbrough, York, Builder, Pet Jan 24. Leeds, Feb 
Satll. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Breeze, Jacob, Downham Market, Norfolk, Baker. Pet Jan 24, Down- 
ham Market, Feb 12 at 10. Walpole, Northwold. 

Budd, Richd, Southsea, Hants, out ce business. Pet Jan 20. Ports- 
mouth, Feb 8atll. White, Portse 

Clarke, Thos Hunt, Beestor, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Pet Jan 22, 
Nottingham, Feb 28 at 11, Heath, Nottingham. 

ue aie lson, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Jan 16, Leeds, Feb 17 


Davey, Geo, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 19. Stow- 
market, Feb5at11. Grimsey, Ipswich. 
Garbutt, Wm, jun, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Comm Agent. Pet 
Jan 93. Sunderland, Feb +4 at 12. Barker, Sunderland. 
» Joseph, Hullavin ton, Wilts, Carpenter. Pet Jan 20. Malms- 
bury, Feb 10 at 11, Raw » Melksham. 





Hall, Ji Stoke, ey boy = I eg ae Pet Jan 22. 

H , Lincoln, Dealer in Musical a 
ments. Pet Jan 18. Holbeach, Feb 7 at 10. ig tem Erg 

Hartnell, Jas Bishop, Honiton, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 
24. Honiton, Feb 7 at 2. Floud, Exeter. 

Hirst, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj Jan 16. Leeds, Feb 8at 11. 
Hudson, Christopher, Bolton, Lancaster ie. Posten a Pet Jan 
24. Bolton, Feb8 at 10. Glover & Ramwell, Bo 

Johns, Saml, ‘Buckland B age Devon, Yeoman. Moet Jan 23, Bide- 
ford, Feb 12at 1. Bencraft, Barnstaple. 

Kay, Arthur, Prisoner for Debt, Maneselie. Adj Jan 17. Bolton, Feb 
7at10. Glover & Ramwell, Bolton. 

Kay, Esther, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. AdjJan 17. Bolton, Feb 

7at10. Glover & Ramwell, Bolton. 

Linton, Thos, Crook, Durham, Printer, Pet Jan 22. Bishop Auck- 
land, Feb 8 at 10. ” Thornton, Bishop Auc d. 

Mawdsley, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj Jan 18. Lpool, Feb 

Meaker, Thos, sen, Newport, Monmouth, Deschonse Keeper. Pet Jan 
23. Ne vr Feb 7 at 11. Bradgate, Ni ewport. 

Monk, Jo “lok Bucks, Butcher. Pet Jan 23. Aylesbury, 
Feb. 8 at 10. ones, Aylesbury. 

Moses, Thos, Lincoln, Agent for “the Sale of Manures. Pet Jan 22. 
Lincoln, Feb 6 at 11. Rae, Lincoln. 

bir oy oseph, St Cuthbert, Wells, Haulier. Pet Jan 24. Wells, Feb 


Por tg John, Dawley, eet Labourer. Pet Jan20. Madeley, Feb 
at 12. Walker, Wallin, 
Potter, Hy Jackson, Gewvened: Kent, Stationer. Pet Jan 24. Graves- 
end, Feb 10 at 11. Ontred, Gravesend, 
= Wn, Bristol, Mason. Pet an 23. Bristol, Feb 9at12. Ship- 


Pagelay Jas, Newport, Monmouth, Ship Chandler’s Assistant. Pet 
Jan 24. Newport, Feb 7 at 11. Pain, Ne 

Rees, Robt Oliphant, Swansea, ome gam Glazier, Pet Jan 22, 
Swansea, Feb 7at3. Morris, Swanse 

Roberts, Wm, Ecclesfield, York, File Mantiacturer. Pet Jan 13. Leeds, 
Feb 10 at 12. Rodgers & Thomas, Sheffiel 

Roberts, Thos Fell, Bradford, York, Railway Gierk. Pet Jan 23. Brad- 
tord, Feb 6 at 9.45. Terry "& Watson, Bradford. 

Serage, _— Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 17, Manch, 
e a 

-—% Kepeys Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Jan 23 (for pau). Bris- 

eb 9 at 12. 

Selwéod, Nee Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Jan 23 (for pan). Bris- 

Shepherd, Wm New: man, Hereford, out ofbusiness. Pet Jan 23. Here- 
ford, Feb 17 at 10. sve Hereford. 

Spry, Thos, Broadwood- wid ger, Devon, Farmer. Pet Jan 20. Launces- 
ton, Feb 3at 2. Shearm, Holsworthy. 

Sutton, Thos, Cricklade, Wilts, out of business. Pet Jan23. Bristol 
Feb 7at1l. Lovett & Sons, Cricklade. > 

Taylor, Joseph, aa. Mason. Pet Jan 24. Sheffield, Feb 8 at 1. 
Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Thomas, Robt, Raglan, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 18, Usk, 
Feb 16 at 10. W ms, Monmouth. 

7, 2 Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 17. Manch, 
eb 6 at 11. 

Willis, John, , or Monmouth, out of business. Pet Dec 28. News 
port, Feb7 at 11. Goodere, Newport. 

Tuespay, Jan. 30, 1866. 

Black, Wm Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 26 (for pau). Feb 
21 at 12, Webster, Tokenhouse-yard. 

Birch, Thos, jun, Temple-st, Hackney-rd, Leather Seller. Pet Jan 27. 
Feb 13 at 12. Steadman, Coleman-st. 

Bracher, Fredk, Jermyn-st, Tailor. Pet Jan25. Feb16at2. Wood, 
Bucklersbury. 

Campbell, Thos Mark, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 25 (for 
pau). Feb 16 at2, Dobie, Guildhall-chambers 

Cawston, Fredk Barrell, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 24. Feb 
12 at ll. Earle, Bedford-row, Holborn 

Embileton, John Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 22. Feb 


latl. 
Reagent: Fredk Walter, Bedford, out of business. Pet Jan 26.5 Feb 
21 at12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 
Gander, Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 22. Feb 2 
atl. 
Gorst, John, Crawford-mews, Bryanston-sq, Cab Builder. Pet Jan 23. 
Keb 16 at 11. Davies, Baring-st, New North-rd. 
Jellicoe, Eliz Jane, Southampton, no trade. Pet Jan 26. Feb 21 at 
11. Greatorex, Chancery-lane. 
Kennedy, Nigel, Boulogne sur-Mer, France, no occupation. Pet Jan 
16. Feb12at11. Treherne & Wolferstan, Aldermanbury. 
Lamprell, Wm Alliston, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 25 (for 
pau). Feb2lat ll. Dobie, Guildhall- chambers 
O’Connor, John, King Edward’s-ter, Islington, Equestrian Agent. 
Pet Jan 24. Feb l6at !. Hicks, Moorgate-st. 
Rattenbury, Geo Rudall, Dean’s-ter, Clapham, Draper. Pet Jan 17. 
Feb 13ati. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 
Scott, Wm Palwick, Portsea, Hants, Assistant- Paymaster in Royal 
Navy. Pet Jan 23. Feb 16at11. White, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 
Smith, Jas, Cambridge, Corn Merchant. Pet Jan 22. Feb 16 at 2. 
Newbon & Starkey, Wardrobe-pl, Doctors’-commons. 
Street, John, Langford, Bedford, ‘arket Gardener. Pet Jan27. Feb 
21at 12. Linklaters & Co, Walbrook. 
Thoro David, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet 
Jan 25, Feb 13 at 12. Silvester, Gt Dover-st. 
i. _— Wm Saml, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 22. 
‘eb 21 at 
—_ Thos, Upper Lisson-st, Lisson-grove, Stonemason. Pet Jan 
26. Feb 12at11. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple. 
Wilson, Wm Newton, High Holborn, Patentee of Sewing 
Pet Jan 26. Feb 3 at tl. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry- chambers. 
'o Surrender in the Country 
se Jas, ediimat for Debt, Lancaster. Adj) Jan 17. Lpool, Feb 6. 
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Baker, Richd, North Shields, Northumberland, Outfitter. Pet Jan 26. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 13 at 12. Tinley & Co, North Shields. 
Bancroft, Alfred, Manch, Paper Stainer. Pet Jan 27. Manch, Feb 12 
at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. r 

Brown, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Engineman, Pet Jan 27. New- 
castle, Feb 10 at 10. Dickinson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Bunnell, Jas, Lpool, a se aca Surgeon. Pet Jan 27. Lpool, Feb 12 
at ll. , Lpoo 

Cherrington, Richd Jas, sen, Crowland, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet Jan 29. 
Birm, Feb 13 at 11. Deacon, Peterborough. it 

Clifton, Richd, Buckingham, out of business. Pet Jan 24. Bucking- 
ham, Feb 6 at 10. Small, Buckingham. ; 

Cullen, Peter, South Shields, Durham, Builder. Adj Jan 25. Durham, 
Feb 10 at 11. Lisle, Darham. 

Denton, Alfred Hind, Bradford, York, Worsted Stuff Manufacturer. 
Pet Jan 23. Leeds, Feb 15at1l. Rawson & Co, Bradford. 


Drake, Robt Baxter, Leeds, Stonemason, Pet Jan 23. Leeds, Feb 15 


at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Dunmore, Wm, Risely, Bedford, Butcher. Pet Jan 25. Bedford, Feb 
15 at 12. Conquest & Stimson, rd. 

Eastwood, Jas Dyson, Elland, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Jan 
22. Leeds, Feb 12 at11. Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield. 

Ellis, Mary, Mold, Flint, Widow. Pet Jan 22. Lpool, Feb 9 at 12; 
Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Gilbody, °° — S Mechanic. Pet Jan 25. Manch, Feb 12 at 9.30. 

er, Manch. 

Green, Joseph, Sedgley, Stafford, Butcher. Pes Jan 25. Dudley, Feb 
13 at1l. Stokes, Dudley. 

Hall, John, Salford, Lancaster, Telegraph Clerk. Pet Jan 25. Salford, 
Feb 10 at 9.30. Mann, Manch. 

Hallewell, John, Elland, Yerk, Manufacturer. Pet Jan 23. Leeds, 
Feb 12 at ll. Floyd & Learoyd, Huddersfield. 

Hayward, Enoch, Darlaston, Stafford, Miner. Pet Jan 24. Walsall, 
Feb 14 at 12. Stratton, Wolverhampton. 

Hicks, Geo, Oxford, Beerseller. Pet Jan 20 (forpau). Oxford, Febi2 
at 10. Mills, Bicester. 
Holmes, Joseph, Oldham, Lancaster, Tailor. Pet Jan 27. Oldham, 
Feb 15 at 12. Atkinson & Co, Manch. 
Hullah, Robt, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Pet Jan22. Leeds, Feb 12 
at ll. Simpson, Leeds. 

Hunt, Wm, Newington, Kent, Labourer. Pet Jan 27. Sittingbourne, 
Feb 14 at 11. Hayward, Rochester. 

Janaway, Wm, Cowley, Oxfordshire, out of business. Pet Jan 20. 
Oxford, Feb 12 at 10. Mills, Bicester. 

Jones, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Chartermaster. Pet Jan 15. 
Wolverhampton, Feb 8 at 12. Walker, Wolverhampton. 

Jones, Wm, Lpool, Coal Dealer. Pet Jan 22 (for pau). Lancaster, 
Feb 9 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Montalambert, Louis Jacques, Hastings, Sussex, Teacher of Foreign 
Languages. Pet Jan25, Hastings, Feb 10 at Nl. Shorter, Hast- 


ings. 

Murchie, Geo, Carlisle, Cumberland, Comm Agent. Pet Jan 26. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, Feb 13 at 12. Brewis, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Overton, Fredk, Worcester, Wireworker. Pet Jan 25. Worcester, 
Feb 12 at 11. Wilson, Worcester. 

Pendlebury, Joshua, & Saml Simeon Ardern, Manch, Corn Factors. 
Pet Jan 27. Manch, Feb 12at 12. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 

Pidsley, Richd Hayward, Sowton, Devon, Farmer. Pet Jan 25. 
ter, Feb9at12. Clarke, Exeter. 

Pointon, John Barrington, Pendleton, Lancaster, Clerk. Pet Jan 27. 
Salford, Feb 10 at 9.36. Smith, Manch. 

Popplewell, Aked, Dewsbury, York, Flannel Manufacturer. Pet Jan 
26. Leeds, Feb 15at 11. Iveson, Heckmondwike. 

Pugh, John, Birkenhead, Chester,Grocer. Pet Jan 18. Birkenhead, 
Feb 6 at 10. Moore, Birkenhead. 

Reeves, Wm, Bath, Somerset, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 24, Bath, Feb 
13 at il. Collins, Bath. 

Roberts, Wm, Ecclesfield, York, File Manufacturer. PetJan 13. Leeds, 
Feb 17 at 12. Rodgers & Thomas, Sheffield. 

Sendall, Wm, Bath, Butcher. Pet Jan 23. Bath, Feb 13at 11. Bartrum, 


Exe- 


Bath. 

Stott, Eliz, Leeds, Pickle Manufacturer. Pet Jan 25. Leeds, Feb 15 
at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Street, Geo, Everton, Lancaster, Schoolmaster. 


Pet Jan 27. Lpool, 

Feb 12 at 11. Anderson, Birkenhead, 

Taylor, Wm, Manch, Dealer in Bricks. Pet Jan 25. Manch, Feb 9 at 
12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Turuer, Cornelius, Wakefield, York, Boat Builder. Pet Jan 29. Leeds, 
Feb 12 at1l, Shepherd & Dibb, Barnsley. 

Wall, Jas David, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Pot Jan 25. Norwich, 
Feb 12 at 11. Emerson, Norwich. 

Walker, Jas Walsham, Barton-upon-Humber, Lincoln, Innkeeper. 
Pet Jan 24. Barton-upon-Humber, Feb 14 at 11. Mackrill, Barton. 

Walters, Jas, Sedgley, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 23. Dud- 
ley, Feb 13 at 11. Stokes, Dudley. 

West, Wm, Lpool, out of business. Pet Jan 26. Lpool, Feb 9 at 11. 
Husband, Lpool. 

West, Hy, Cowley, Oxford, Carpenter. Pet Jan 20. Oxford, Feb 12 at 
10. Mills, Bicester. 

Whiting, Hy John, Thorne, York, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 27. Leeds, 
Feb 17 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaster. 

Whitlock, John, Woodstock, Oxford, Dealer in Coals. Pet Jan 20 (for 
pan). Oxford, Feb 12 at 10. Mills, Bicester. 

Williams, David, Trevethin, Monmouth, Tailor. Pet Jan 26, Ponty- 
pool, Feb 12 at 12. Greenway & Bytheway, Pontypool. 

Wright, Jas. Fleetwood, Lancaster, Plasterer. Pet Jan 24. Poulton- 
le-Fylde, Feb 14 at 1. Edelston, Preston. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 


TUESDAY, Jan. 23, 1866, 


Lee, Edwd Foligno, Philpot-lane, Wine Merchant. Jan 18, 
Scott, John, Lambeth-walk, Lambeth, Chemist, Dec 6. 


Frivay, Jan, 26, 1866, 
eG Jas Robt, Wellington-pl, Holloway-rd, Furniture Dealer, 
‘an 12, 
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LAW PRINTING. 
ATES AND ALEXANDER 


Law anp Postic Companies Patvrers, 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
Invite the attention of the Legal Profession to the superior advantages 
their Office affords for the execution of every description of Printing, 
They invite orders for— 


PARLIAMENTARY BILLS, APPEALS, BILLS OF COMPLAINT, ANSWERS 
And all Legal Documents, 
MEMORANDUMS AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION, 
PROSPECTUSES, and all work in connection with Public Companies, 
Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Auctioneers’ Catalogues, Posters, &, 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS, 
FOR CASH, 
PER 4s. 6d, PAGE, 
A Lower Charge than has hitherto been offered by the Trade, 
PRICE iF PUT TO ACCOUNT, 
10 Copies. Copies. 30 Copies. 
8 pages.......£2 28. 08. £2 38. 6d. £2 4s, 6d. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, 


AW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 
AT THE LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE, 
This Society will Meet on Tuesday, the 6th February inst., at seven 
o'clock p.m., for the Discussion of a Legal Question. 
5, Berners-street, W. THOMAS WIDDOWS, Secretary, 


Tn one volume, crown 8vo, price 3s. 
TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq,, of 
Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


Just published, Second Edition, price 3s., ; 
\HE LAW TRADE MARKS, with some 
account of its History and Developement in the Decisions of the 
Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln's. 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London. 

“*T am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V. C. Woop, in 
McAndrew vy. Bassett, March 4. 

London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


‘J\HE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—Every requisite 
under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The Books 

and Forms kept in stock for immediate use. Articles of Association 

speedily printed in the proper form for registration and distribution, 

Share Certificates engraved and printed. Official Seals designed and 

executed. No charge for sketches. 

Aso & Fuint, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-street, 

London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn), 


NK ERASING FLUID.—This valuable _prepara- 
tion should be in every office. It is used by applying a small 
quantity with the tip of the finger, or a camel hair pencil. The ink is 
completely removed, and the surface of the paper left quite smooth. 
Price, in bottles, 1s., 2s., 3s. 6d., and 5s.—Sample bottle post free, on 
receipt of 16, 28, 44, or 68 postage stamps. Liberal allowance to the 


trade. 
GEO. WILSON, 78, Borough-road, S.E. 


NLACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality:— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, $s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Paent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, 6d. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles, 2s.6d. A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years, 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s, 16s., and 188, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s, 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur+ 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon+ 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
selebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 

r rail. 

“ RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 
NLACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver, Fiddle Pattern. Thread, ing 
8s. 4, 8s. d £8. 4. 
110 Oand! 18 28 0 

0 Oand! 10 115 0 
110 Oandl 18 28 0 
es LO Oandl 10 115 0 
Tea SpOOns .esssesesceeee O12 OandO ls 0 i 

Every Article for the Table asin Silver. A Sample 
warded on receirt of 20 stamps. 


T4\O SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. 

of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. . 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset Houste 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free, 


50 Copies, 
£2 6s, 6d, 























Table Forks, per d0z..«e.. 
Dessert ditto ..sscccesece 
Table Spoons ... 
Dessert ditto ;. 
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‘NATHANIEL ALEXANDER, Esq. 
THOS. TYRINGHAM BERNARD, Esq. 
PHILIP PATTON BLYTH, Bog. 
JOHN WILLIAM BURMESTER, Esq, 
General Manager. 
WILLIAM McKEWAN, Esq. 


Chief Accountant, 
JAMES GRAY, Esq. 









ESTABLISHED 1836. 








DIRECTORS, 
COLES CHILD, Esq. 
JOHN FLEMING, Esq., M.P. 
FREDERICK HARRISON, Esq. 
EDWARD JOHN HUTCHINS, Esq. 
| Assistant General Manager; 
WILLIAM HOWARD, Esq. 
Inspectors of Branches. 
H. J, LEMON, Esq., & C. SHERRING, Esq. 


| 
| 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,875,000, IN 37,500 SHARES OF £50 EACH. 
PAID-UP CAPITAL, £750,000. RESERVE FOND, £250,000. 


LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING COMPANY, 





WILLIAM CHAMPION JONES, Esq. 
WILLIAM LEE, Esq., M.P. 
WILLIAM NICOL, Esq. 


Chief Inspector. 
W. J. NORFOLK, Esq. 


Secretary. 
F, CLAPPISON, Esq. 





















HEAD OFFICE, 21, LomBarp STREET. 









At the Annual General Meeting of the Proprietors, held on Thursday, the Ist February, 1866, at the London Tavern, Bishopsgate-street, the 
following Report for the year ending the 31st December, 1865, was read by the Secretary. WILLIAM NICOL, Esgq., in the chair, 


REPORT. 

The Directors have the satisfaction to submit to the Proprietors the balance-sheet ot the Bank for the half-year ending 3lst December last. 

They have to report that, after the payment of all charges, interest to customers, and making ample provision for bad and doubtful debts, the 
net profits amount to £99,419 13s., which, added to £18,660 7s., brought forward from the last account, produces a total of £113,080. 

From this sum a special bonus, amounting to £4,814 17s, 11d., has been presented to officers whose salaries are under £300 per annum, leaving 
£108,965 2s. 1d. for appropriation. 

The Directors recommend the payment of the usual Dividend of 6 per cent., with a Bonus of 64 per cent., making together 123 per cent. for the half 
year, which will amount to £93,737 3s. 3d.; this, added to the August dividend, will be 274 per cent. for the year, and leave £14,527 183. 10s, to be 
¢arried forward to Profit and Loss New Account. : 

They have to announce the retirement in December of John Wright, Esq., for many years an Auditor. 

The Directors retiring by rotation are Coles Child, Esq., and Frederick Harrison, Esq., who, being eligible for re-election, offer themselves 










gly. P 
The Dividend and Bonus (together £2 10s. per share) free of income tax, will be payable at the Head Office, or at any of the branches, on and 
after Monday, the 12th instant. 


BALANCE SHEET of the London and County Banking Company, December 31, 1865: 





















Dr. Cr. 

£ s. d. | By Cash on hand at Head Office, and <£ ss, 4. a’ *s, 6. 
To Capital paid up . 750,000 0 0 Branches..... esteccececesccecees 1,010,427 12 4 
To Reserve Fund......sesesees 250,000 0 0O | By Cash placed at Call and at notice ....1,397,564 12 4 

‘ToAmount due by the Bank for C i —— 2,907,992 4 8 

mers’ Balances, &¢. ....e0++++£11,842,748 5 10 Investments, viz.— 
o Liabilities on Acceptances ...... 1,009,066 14 5 By Government and Guaranteed Stocks. 1,033,170 8 8 
——_———- 12,851,815 © 3 | By OtherStocks and Securities ......+- 108,310 17 a .- 
--———— 1,141,481 6 4 








To Profit and Loss Balance brought 














£14,186,774 8 9 





from last ACCOUNE ..eeeeseceee 13,660 7 0 By Discounted Bills, and advances to Customers in Town 
To Gross Profit for the Half-year, ANd COUNTY ...cccccccccscceccseceseccssescccs 9,919,085 12 6 
after making provision for By Freehold Premises in Lombard. street and Nicholas- 
Bad and Doubtful Debts ...... $21,299 1 6 lane, Freehold and Leasehold Property at the 
———-—— 334,959 8 6 Branches, with Fixtures and Fittings .....esesees 137,179 12 9 
By Interest paid to Customers ...ccecccerescocsescecee 85,653 7 2 
By Salaries and all other Expenses at Head Office and 
Branches, including Income Tax on Profits, and 
Salaries ...cccccccccccccccsccsceccccccccccccce § «90,562 7 
By special Bonus on Salaries under £300 per annum.... 481417 u 





£14,186,744 8 9 


Profit and Loss Account. 
















To Interest paid to Customers ..cescccsscsccessccseses £85,658 7 2, By Balance brought forward from last Account......«. £13,660 7 0 
To expenses, aS ADOVE....ccceccsecccccecesccssesscsee 90,562 7 5 | By Gross Profit for the Half-year, after making pro- 
To special bonus on salaries under £300 per annum .... 4,814 17 ll vision for Bad and Doubtful Debts .....eeeeeee+5 321,299 1 6 
To Rebate on Bills not due, carried to New Account.... 45,658 13 11 
To Dividend of 6 per Cent. for the Half-year .......+.. 44,993 16 9 
To Bonus of 64 per Cent. .....seseeceseeesecseccccens 48,743 6 6 
To Balance carried forward ...ssscccssssceerevseecees 14,527 18 10 

£334,959 8 6 £334,959 8 6 

We, the undersigned, have examined the foregoing Balance Sheet, and have found the same to be correct. 
. WILLIAM NORMAN, 
(Signed) R. H. SWAINE. Auditors. 


London and County Bank, Januaryy 25, 1866. 


The foregoing Report having been read by the Secretary, the following Resolutions were proposed, and unanimously adopted :— 
1, That the Report be received and adopted, and printed for the use of the Shareholders. 
2, That a dividend of 6 per cent., together with a bonus of 64 per cent., both free of income tax, be declared for the half-year ending 3lst 
Seether, 1865, payable on and after Monday, the 12th instant, and that the balance of £14,527 18s, 10d. be carried forward to Profit and 
“ ss New Account. 
3, That Coes Curtp, Esq., be re-elected a Director of this Company ; that Frepertck Harrison, Esq., be re-elected a Director of this Company. 
4. That Wittram Norman and Ricaarp Hips Swaine, Esqs., be elected Auditors for the current year. 


5. That Ropert Escomse, Esq., be elected an Auditor for the current year. : i 
6. That the thanks of this Meeting be given to the Board.of Directors for the able manner in which they have conducted the affairs of the Company. 


7. That the thanks of this Meeting be presented to the Auditors of the Company for their services during the past year. 
8. That the thanks of this Meeting be presented to Witt1am McKewan, Esq., and to the principal and other Officers of the Bank, for the zeal 


and ability with which they have disch d their respective duties. 
‘2 4 one (Signed) W. NICOL, Chairman. 


The Chairman having quitted the Chair, it was resolved, and carried unanimously— _ ‘ t 
9. That the cordial thanks of this Meeting be presented to WiLLIAM NicoL, Esq., for his able and courteous conduct in the Chair, 
(Signed) W. CHAMPION JONES, Deputy-Chairman. 


F, CLAPPISON, Secretary. 














(Signed) 





Extracted from the Minutes. 


ONDON AND COUNTY BANKING COMPANY.—NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a DIVIDEND 
on the Capital Stock of the Company, at the rate of Six per cent., for the half-year ending 31st December, 1865, with a BONUS of Six-and-a- 















Half per Cent., will be PAID to the Proprietors either at the Head Office, 21, Lombard-street, or at any of the Company's Branch Banks, on and 
after MONDAY, the 12th instant. . iit *” ~~ By order of the Board, 
W. McKEWAN, General-Manager, 


3}, Lombard-street, Feb. 2, 1866, 
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NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK Of 
ENGLAND 


(ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1834) 
OPENED 


FOR 
THE TRANSACTION OF BANKING BUSINESS IN LONDON, 
ON THE l0rx JANUARY, 1866, 


AT THE HEAD OFFICE, 


BISHOPSGATE STREET, 


Corner of Threadneedle Street, 
And at the St. James’s Branch, 14, Waterloo Place, Pall Mall. 





SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL 
PAID UP CAPITAL 
RESERVED FUND 


NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS 


£2,100,000 

1,080,000 

f 225,452 
; 1,704 





THE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND 


Having numerous branches in England and Wales, as well as agents and correspondents at home and abroad, affords great 
facilities to parties transacting banking business with it in London. 
Customers keeping accounts with the Bank in town may have moneys paid to their credit at its various Branches, ané 


remitted free of charge. 


CURRENT ACCOUNTS are conducted at the Head Office and St. James’s Branch on the usual terms of London 


8. 
DEPOSITS at INTEREST are received of sums of £10 and upwards, for which receipts are granted, called 
Deposit Receipts, and Interest is allowed from time to time, according to the value of money, as advertised by the 


Bank in the Newspapers. 
The AGENC 


pe 
of COUNTRY and FOREIGN BANKS, whether joint-stock or private, is undertaken. 


PURCHASES and SALES are effected in all British and Foreign Stocks; and Dividends, Annuities, &c., received for 


Customers. 


CIRCULAR NOTES for the use of Travellers on the Continent will be issued as soon as arrangements can be made. 


The OFFICERS of the BANK are bound to secrec 


COPIES of the 32nd ANNUAL REPORT of the Bank, 


as regards the transactions of its Customers, 
ists of Shareholders, Branches, Agents, and Correspondents, may 


be had on application at the Head Office, and at St. James’s Branch. 
By order of the Directors, 


A. ROBERTSON, 
E, ATKINSON, 


Joint General Managers. 





Now ready, in 1 vol., price 5s.. 
TREATISE ON THE LOCUS STANDI of 
PETITIONERS against PRIVATE BILLS in PARLIAMENT. 
By JAMES MELLOR SMETHURST, Esgq., of Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, M.A., and of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes, 11, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn, Law Publishers. 


THIRD EDITION OF SAN!'AR’S JUSTINIAN. 
Just published, in 1 vol. 8vo. price 15s. cloth. 
‘ie INSTITUTES of JUSTINIAN; with 
English Introduction, Translation, and Notes. By T. C. 
SANDARS, M.A., Barristcr-at-Law, late Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford. 
Third edition. 
London: Lonemans, Green, & Co., Paternoster-row. 











This day is published, in royal 12mo, price £1 11s. 6d., cloth, 
OSCOE’S DIGEST OF THE LAW OF EVI- 
DENCE on the Trial of Actions at Nisi Prius. Eleventh Edition. 
By WILLIAM MILLS, M.A., and WILLIAM MARKBY, M.A., both of 
the Inner Tempie, Barristers-at-Law. 
London: Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet; and W. Maxwe.u. 


This day is published, in 2 vols. royol 8vo, price £2 12s. 6d. cloth, 
RNOLD ON THE LAW OF MARINE IN- 
SURANCE. Third Edition. By DAVID MACLACHLAN, M.A., 
of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: Stevens & Sons; H. Sweet; and W. MaxweEL. 


This day is published, in 12mo., price 12s., cloth, 
N ELEMENTARY VIEW of the PROCEED- 
INGS inan ACTION at LAW. By JOHN WILLIAM SMITH, 
Esq., late of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, Author of *‘ Leading 
Cases,” “A Compendium of Mercantile Law,’? &c. Ninth Edition, 
adapted to the present practice, by SAMUEL PRENTICE, Esq., Bar- 
rister-at-Law, Editor of “* Chitty’s Archbold’s Practice.” 
London: Sreyexs & Sons; H. Sweet; and W. Maxwe.y, 











Just published, in 1 vel. 8vo, price £1 11s. 6d., cloth, 

BROOM’S (DR. HERBERT) CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 
ONSTITUTIONAL LAW, viewed in Relation to 
Common Law, and exemptified by Cases. By HERBERT BROOM, 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, Reader in Common Law to the Inns of Court, 
Author of “ A Selection of Legal Maxims,” “Commentaries on the 
Common Law,” &c. 
Wa, Maxwaztt, 32, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn. 





Just published, Second Edition, price 10s. 6d., 
ANDBOOK of the PRACTICE of ELECTION 
COMMITTEES; with an Appendix of Statutes, Forms, and 
Precedents. Second Edition, with the recent Statutes and the leading 
Election Cases to the present time, By P. BURROWES SHARKEY, 
Solicitor and Parliamentary Agent. 
.** Really a very useful and carefully prepared Manual.”—Globe. 
«« An unpretentious, useful, and thoroughly practical little volume.”— 
Standard. 
‘A cheap and compendious Handbook, which will be found useful at 
the present crisis.”—Morning Advertiser. 
“ A good Book at the right time.”—Morning Post. - 
“ A convenient and trustworthy compendium of the practice of Elec 
tion Committees.”—Solicitors’ Journal. 
London: BorreswortH. Dubiin: Hopaes, Smita, & Co. 


Corrected to 1865. , Bie 
eed DUTIES DIGEST. — Sixth Edition. — 
Messrs. Vacher & Sons beg to announce that the New and En- 
larged Edition of the DIGEST OF STAMP DUTIES, with classified Sum- 
mary of Judicial Decisions, is now published, including the Amended 
Duties of the Jast Session of Parliament. Price 7s. 
London: 29, Parliament-street, S.W. 








Now ready, limp cloth, price 2s. 6d., post free, 2s. i4., 
OLICITORS’ BOOK-KEEPING; a Simple and 
Practical Systm, gleaned from actual experience, and applicable 
3 every kind of practice, with forms of books and explanatory remarks 
thereon. 
Faxnies, Brotuers, & Co., Accountants and Law Costs Draftsmen 
18, Bucklersbury. 





Now ready, Petts 

OTANDA, No. 1, for 1866. Yearly Subscriptions, 
when prepaid—adhesive, 15s. ; plain, with two Indexes, 15s. 

A." NOTANDA are a Lamy omg _s * = ber, 1865, 

ice £1 18s.; to prepaying Subscribers for 1866, £ 1 11s, 6d. 
. Post Office Orders to be made payable go Taomas Day, and crossed 
London and Westminster Bank. 

T. F. A. Day, 13, Carey-street, and 3, New-court, London, W.C. 


HE MINCING WINE, &c., COMPANY, 9, Mine 

ing-lane, City, desire to draw particular attention to their Bast 

India, Madeira, and Choice Pale Gold Sherry. They are well for 
those of weak digestion. Forwarded to all parts of the world. 








